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December  19, 1988 


Honorable  Nancy  G.  Walker,  President 
and  Members  of  the  Board  of  Supervisors 
Room  235,  City  Hall 
San  Francisco,  California  94102 


Dear  Madam  President  and  Members  of  the  Board: 

Transmitted  herewith  is  the  Budget  Analyst’s  management  audit  of  the 
Department  of  City  Planning.  This  management  audit  was  conducted  in 
accordance  with  Charter  Section  2.401  which  authorizes  the  Board  of  Supervisors 
to  make  inquiries  concerning  departmental  operations. 

On  October  9,  1985,  Supervisor  Walker  requested  a management  audit  of  the 
Department  of  City  Planning.  Other  Supervisors  have  made  various  requests  for 
audits  of  the  City's  permit  processing  system  which  will  be  the  subject  of  a 
separate  report. 

In  that  regard,  the  Director  of  Planning  stated  to  the  Budget  Analyst  that  there  is 
a "structural  flaw"  in  this  management  audit  report  because  the  Budget  Analyst 
has  not  yet  completed  his  review  of  the  Department's  permit  processing  system, 
and,  therefore  "The  Budget  Analyst’s  report  has  fundamental  deficiencies".  We 
strongly  disagree.  We  believe  that  there  are  fundamental  management  problems 
in  the  Department  of  City  Planning  which  must  be  addressed  separate  and  apart 
from  the  City’s  permit  processing  system.  We  emphasize  that  our 
recommendations  contained  in  this  report  can  and  should  be  implemented 
irrespective  of  the  serious  problems  of  the  City's  permit  processing  system. 
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The  Director  of  Planning  has  had  the  opportunity  to  review  and  comment  on  this 
management  audit  and  has  submitted  a 55  page  response.  The  response  is 
attached  to  our  report  beginning  on  page  188.  The  Bureau  of  Building  Inspection  of 
the  Department  of  Public  Works  has  also  had  the  opportunity  to  review  and 
comment  on  this  report.  The  Bureau’s  response  is  attached  to  our  report 
beginning  on  page  245. 

While  the  Director  of  Planning  states  that  he  supports  "several  specific 
recommendations"  in  our  report,  his  response  states  that  the  Budget  Analyst  has 
made  "impressive  mistakes"  and  that  "many  recommendations  are  flatly 
unacceptable  because  they  are  either  based  on  misconceptions  or  involve  areas 
where  the  Budget  Analyst  is  simply  not  qualified  to  make  judgment".  The  Director 
of  Planning  states  "What  must  be  understood  about  the  Budget  Analyst  Report  is 
that  it  contains  no  evaluation  of  performance  relative  to  workload.  None 
whatsoever.  And  since  there  is  no  evaluation  on  whether  staff  is  performing  at 
capacity,  any  comments  the  Budget  Analyst  makes  in  his  report  regarding 
allocation  of  staff,  staff  performance  or  quality  of  supervision  have  no  justification." 
The  Director  of  Planning  states  "We  also  welcomed  this  management  audit  and  the 
Department  alone  has  spent  $60,000  in  staff  time  working  with  the  Analyst  in  the 
hope  that  some  constructive  assistance  would  result.  We  are  dismayed  that  the 
Budget  Analyst  has  elected  to  misrepresent  the  Department's  activities  and  to 
characterize  its  problems  in  the  most  unfavorable  light  possible.  It  is  ironic  that 
the  useful  recommendations  in  the  report,  for  the  most  part,  are  suggestions  that 
came  originally  from  the  management  and  staff  of  the  Department." 

In  general,  we  have  found  the  response  from  the  Director  of  Planning  to  be  a 
negative  response  in  that  it  attempts  to  cloud  some  very  significant  deficiencies 
which  we  have  identified  in  the  Department  of  City  Planning.  Our  report  is  based 
on  facts  and  not  misconceptions  or  misrepresentations. 

The  Director  of  Planning  states  that  numerous  actions  cannot  be  taken  without 
additional  staffing  or  financial  resources.  The  Budget  Analyst  believes  that  the 
primary  solution  to  improving  the  Department  of  City  Planning  is  not  more  money 
but  rather  a more  efficiently  and  effectively  managed  Department.  It  is  interesting 
to  note  that  on  the  last  page  of  the  response  by  the  Director  of  Planning,  he  himself 
states  "We  readily  acknowledge  that  Department  management  needs  to  devote 
more  time  to  pure  management  activities". 

It  is  well  recognized  that  the  Director  of  Planning  has  outstanding  technical 
planning  expertise.  The  Department  of  City  Planning  has  received  nationwide 
acclaim  for  some  of  its  innovative  and  precedent-setting  land  use  plans  and  policies 
and  has  also  received  awards  from  local,  state,  and  national  organizations  for  its 
planning  work,  primarily  on  the  Downtown  Plan,  the  Mission  Bay  Plan,  and  the 
Neighborhood  Commercial  rezoning.  The  Department  is  to  be  commended  for  these 
achievements.  A complete  list  of  the  Department's  accomplishments  is  contained 
in  Appendix  A of  this  report. 
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The  mission  of  the  Planning  Commission  and  the  Department  of  City  Planning  is 
to  facilitate  the  coordinated  and  harmonious  development  of  the  City.  Execution  of 
this  mission  is  complicated  in  San  Francisco  because  there  are  numerous 
competing  interests,  such  as  growth  versus  no-  or  slow-growth  advocacies, 
neighborhood  versus  downtown  orientations,  and  affordable  housing  versus 
highest-and-best-use  advocacies.  The  Department  of  City  Planning’s  task  of 
coordinating  the  planning  processes  and  the  Planning’s  Commission’s 
responsibility  for  decision-making  are  further  complicated  because  all 
development  is  subject  to  review  and  the  public  is  highly  informed,  sophisticated, 
and  very  active. 

However,  irrespective  of  the  acknowledged  outstanding  technical  planning 
expertise  of  the  Director  of  Planning,  based  on  our  detailed  management  audit  of 
the  Department  of  City  Planning,  we  have  concluded  that  the  management  of  the 
Department  has  been  deficient  in  fulfilling  numerous  of  its  planning  and 
administrative  responsibilities  and  has  allocated  and  managed  its  personnel 
resources  inefficiently. 

Therefore,  we  recommend  that  the  Mayor's  Office  provide  independent 
management  assistance  to  the  Director  of  Planning  in  implementing  the 
recommendations  made  in  this  audit  report  and  in  improving  the  overall 
management  of  the  Department  of  City  Planning.  If  after  a period  of 
implementing  a representative  number  of  the  recommendations  made  in  this 
audit  report  it  is  the  conclusion  of  the  Mayor's  Office  that  additional  staff  is 
needed,  consideration  should  be  given  to  restoring  up  to  a maximum  of  12 
General  Fund  positions  in  the  Department  of  City  Planning  which  would  bring 
the  Department  back  to  its  FY  1987-88  level  of  staffing. 

A summary  of  our  management  audit  findings  is  as  follows: 

- Master  Plan 

The  Master  Plan  for  the  City’s  improvement  and  future  development  is 
outdated  and  inconsistent  in  some  areas  and  does  not  provide  sufficient 
guidance  in  other  areas.  In  addition,  the  Master  Plan  does  not  include  an 
overview  or  general  "concept"  for  ready  reference  on  the  City's  major  land 
uses  and  planned  future  development.  By  systematically  reviewing  and 
updating  the  Master  Plan,  by  including  additional  provisions  to  improve  the 
document's  comprehensiveness,  and  by  developing  a master  plan 
"concept,"  the  Master  Plan  would  better  serve  its  charter-mandated 
responsibilities. 
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- Planning  Code 

The  City’s  Planning  Code  is  a comprehensive  and  detailed  set  of  rules  for 
governing  land  uses  in  the  City.  However,  due  to  its  complex  organization, 
insufficient  indexing,  insufficient  definition  of  terms,  extensive  use  of  legal 
terms  and  phrases,  and  the  lack  of  an  accurate  zoning  map,  the  Planning 
Code  is  not  easily  understood  by  the  general  public  nor  by  the  Department's 
own  planning  staff.  By  revising,  editing,  and  updating  the  document,  the 
City’s  Planning  Code  would  become  much  more  useful  and  readily 
understood. 

- Capital  Improvements 

The  City's  Master  Plan  does  not  include  sufficient  project  description  or 
detail  regarding  infrastructure  needs  and  the  City's  Capital  Improvement 
Program  does  not  adequately  reflect  the  infrastructure  needs  which  are 
included  in  the  Master  Plan.  By  fully  incorporating  infrastructure  needs 
into  the  Master  Plan  and  the  Capital  Improvement  Plan,  a complete 
disclosure  can  be  made  of  the  City's  infrastructure  needs  and  related  costs, 
which  the  City's  Capital  Improvement  Advisory  Committee  has  estimated 
at  $1.2  billion. 

- Planning  Information  Database 

A planning  information  database  containing  land  use  information,  census 
data,  housing  information,  economic  data,  social  data,  and  independent 
surveys  and  studies  would  enhance  the  productivity  of  the  Department's 
planners,  reduce  staff  time  used  on  redundant  data  collection  efforts  and 
improve  the  accuracy  and  timeliness  of  responses  to  planning  inquiries.  By 
identifying  the  information  needs  of  a database  planning  information 
system,  data  collected  and  stored  in  response  to  the  requirements  of  various 
plans  and  studies  can  be  collected  and  stored  in  a manner  that  will 
facilitate  development  of  a total  planning  information  system. 


- Violation  Abatement 

The  Planning  Department  has  a current  backlog  of  over  4,500  zoning 
violations.  The  violation  abatement  staff  of  five  persons  is  unable  to  handle 
this  large  number  of  code  violations.  Transferring  most  aspects  of  zoning 
violation  abatement  to  the  Department  of  Public  Works'  Bureau  of  Building 
Inspection  would  result  in  a more  effective  violation  abatement  operation. 
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- Nonconforming  Uses 

Various  rezoning  ordinances  have  resulted  in  over  1,600  existing 
nonconforming  uses  in  the  City.  By  taking  required  actions  on  such 
nonconforming  uses,  including  identifying  those  not  yet  recorded,  the 
Department  of  City  Planning  could  control  any  proposed  enlargements, 
alterations,  reconstructions  or  changes  of  use  and  eventually  phase  out 
nonconforming  uses  not  specifically  permitted  to  continue. 

- Commission  Cases 

The  Planning  Commission  has  used  its  discretionary  authority  in  a 
questionable  manner  in  the  process  of  requiring  additional  conditions 
beyond  those  specified  in  the  Planning  Code.  For  example,  the  Commission 
required,  as  a condition  of  project  approval,  that  a developer  make  a cash 
contribution  of  up  to  $30,000  for  a traffic  study  in  the  South  Van  Ness  Area, 
despite  the  fact  that  an  earlier  environmental  review*  approved  by  the 
Commission,  concluded  that  the  developer's  project  would  not  have  any 
adverse  impacts  on  traffic.  The  Commission  advised  the  Budget  Analyst 
that  this  cash  contribution  condition  was  imposed  at  the  request  of  the 
developer.  We  believe  that  the  requirement  of  this  cash  contribution  by  the 
Planning  Commission  is  a questionable  practice,  irrespective  of  who 
initiated  the  cash  contribution  requirement. 

- Institutional  Master  Plans 

34  of  39,  or  87  percent  of  the  institutions,  including  hospitals  and 
universities,  which  are  required  to  submit  an  institutional  master  plan  and 
biennial  updates  to  the  Department  of  City  Planning  pursuant  to  Planning 
Code  Section  304.5,  have  failed  to  do  so.  The  Department  of  City  Planning 
has  not  enforced  the  provisions  of  this  Section.  By  enforcing  this  Code 
Section,  the  City  planning  processes  would  be  improved  and  an  estimated 
$15,000  in  revenues  would  be  generated. 

- Public  Information  Issues 

The  Public  Information  Services  provided  by  the  Department  of  City 
Planning  are  untimely  and  insufficient.  By  reallocating  existing  staff  to 
this  function,  increasing  public  service  hours,  and  developing  more 
comprehensive  and  accurate  brochures,  handouts  and  other  materials,  the 
quality  of  public  services  can  be  significantly  improved. 
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- Environmental  Review  Fees 

The  Department  of  City  Planning  does  not  charge  fees  for  environmental 
certificates  of  exemption  or  for  the  appeal  of  environmental  review  cases, 
even  though  the  City's  Administrative  Code  requires  such  fees  and 
contains  specific  provisions  for  these  fee  collections.  Also,  the  Department 
does  not  impose  the  same  requirements  for  fee  collection  on  other  City 
departments  that  are  imposed  on  private  citizens.  By  amending  the 
Administrative  Code,  implementing  recordkeeping  procedures,  charging 
established  fees  and  enforcing  the  same  procedures  for  all  fee  collections, 
the  Department  could  generate  increased  revenues  estimated  to  amount  to 
approximately  $29,000  annually. 


- Caseload  Analysis  and  Deadlines 

The  Department  of  City  Planning  does  not  accurately  record  or  sufficiently 
monitor  completion  of  its  projects.  Further,  the  environmental  review  and 
project  review  functions  are  inefficiently  performed  by  separate  staff.  This 
contributes  to  the  Department's  failure  to  process  approximately  30  percent 
of  its  cases  within  the  four-month  maximum  timeframe  goal  established  by 
the  Department’s  Office  of  Environmental  Review  (OER).  By  developing  a 
comprehensive  case  monitoring  and  tracking  system,  requesting  an 
amendment  of  the  California  Environmental  Quality  Act  (CEQA),  revising 
the  Administrative  Code  to  be  consistent  with  CEQA  and  combining 
environmental  review  with  project  review  functions,  the  environmental 
and  project  review  processes  could  be  expedited. 


- Job  Classification  and  Performance-Administrative  Secretary 

The  Administrative  Secretary  of  the  City  Planning  Commission  is  not 
performing  important  aspects  of  the  job  class  as  specified  by  the  Civil 
Service  job  classification  description.  The  Administrative  Secretary  has 
alleged  that  her  inability  to  fulfill  these  duties  is  in  part  due  to  increased 
"interference"  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors  in  planning  functions.  We  found 
that  these  duties  can  and  should  be  performed  by  the  Administrative 
Secretary,  thereby  relieving  the  Deputy  Director  from  such  performance. 
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- Job  Classification  and  Performance-Deputy  Director 

The  Deputy  Director  of  Planning  is  not  performing  important  aspects  of  the 
job  as  specified  in  the  Civil  Service  job  classification.  He  is  performing  a 
significant  portion  of  the  duties  prescribed  as  the  responsibility  of  the 
Administrative  Secretary  to  the  City  Planning  Commission.  By  assigning 
primary  responsibility  for  management  control  of  the  Department,  as 
described  in  Section  7.3  of  this  report,  to  the  Deputy  Director,  the 
Department's  performance  could  be  significantly  enhanced. 

- Procedures  Manual  and  Personnel  Handbook 

The  Department’s  Personnel  Handbook,  published  in  1975,  and  its  Office 
Procedures  Manual,  published  in  1974,  are  both  out-of-date.  As  a result, 
neither  is  comprehensive  and  both  contain  information  and  procedures 
which  are  not  consistent  with  current  Departmental  policies.  By  revising 
and  updating  these  documents,  the  consistent  application  of  Departmental 
policies  and  procedures  would  be  increased.  Based  on  our  finding,  the 
Department  has  recently  initiated  action  to  update  its  Personnel  Handbook 
and  Office  Procedures  Manual. 

- The  Department  Library 

The  Planning  Department  had  at  one  time  a library  containing  several 
thousand  books,  pamphlets,  and  memoranda  relating  to  more  than  125 
planning  topics.  This  collection  included  publications  of  the  Department 
and  its  consultants,  and  materials  from  official  and  private  sources  from 
around  the  world.  Because  of  a lack  of  space  and  staff  time  to  maintain  the 
library,  it  was  largely  disbanded.  By  reconstituting  this  library  and 
implementing  appropriate  procedures  for  its  operation,  this  asset  can  be 
protected  and  preserved  while  benefiting  the  efforts  of  the  City  Planning 
staff. 

- Management  and  Effectiveness 

As  previously  noted,  it  is  well  recognized  that  the  Director  of  Planning  has 
outstanding  technical  planning  expertise.  However,  there  are  a number  of 
managerial  practices,  including  a lack  of  adequate  communication  to 
planners,  and  organizational  processes  occurring  within  the  Department 
of  City  Planning,  that  inhibit  productivity  and  have  resulted  in  the  low 
morale  of  numerous  planners  and  other  personnel  in  the  Department. 
Based  on  our  findings,  the  Director  has  already  taken  action  to  improve 
productivity  and  morale  in  the  Department.  By  implementing  the 
recommendations  made  in  this  finding,  we  believe  that  the  Director  can 
further  improve  productivity  and  morale  in  the  Department. 
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- Reorganizing  the  Department 

The  Department  of  City  Planning  is  primarily  organized  on  a planning 
specialty  basis.  For  example,  dedicated  plan  checkers  check  plans, 
transportation  planners  develop  and  review  the  transportation  aspects  of  plans 
and  studies,  and  variance  processors  process  variances.  The  productivity  of 
the  Department  could  be  enhanced  and  result  in  increased  job  satisfaction  by 
making  City  districts  or  neighborhoods  the  primary  basis  for  organization 
while  still  retaining  a core  of  specialists  in  complex  and  critical  specialties. 

- Management  Control 

There  is  a significant  lack  of  management  controls  used  by  Planning 
Department  management  in  order  to  assure  that  objectives  are  accomplished 
in  an  effective  and  efficient  manner.  The  annual  Work  Program  establishes 
the  Department's  objectives  for  the  year.  However,  those  objectives  have  not 
been  prioritized  and  the  allocation  of  staff  to  accomplish  them  has  not  been 
made  in  a priority  order.  Furthermore,  there  has  been  inadequate 
measurement  and  control  to  assure  that  these  objectives  are  accomplished 
efficiently,  amended,  or  replaced  by  higher  priority  objectives.  By  developing  a 
management  control  system,  the  Department  would  have  the  capability  to 
determine  its  degree  of  accomplishment  toward  key  objectives,  provide  a 
rational  basis  for  shifting  resources  to  higher  priority  objectives,  and  enable 
objective  judgment  on  the  impact  of  new  assignments,  whether  developed 
internally  or  imposed  from  without. 

- Working  Hours  and  Timekeeping 

Based  on  an  audit  of  one  day’s  attendance,  randomly  selected,  46  employees,  or 
nearly  48  percent  of  the  Departmental  total  of  96  employees,  had  not  reported  to 
work  as  of  9:00  a.m.  These  data  are  consistent  with  two  other  days  that  we 
surveyed.  Furthermore,  by  the  Department's  own  count,  which  excluded  from 
the  total  those  on  vacation,  sick  leave,  etc.,  35  percent  of  the  work  force  had  still 
not  signed  in  by  9:00  a.m.  The  management  of  productive  hours  and  the 
timekeeping  of  productive  and  other  hours  in  the  Department  of  City  Planning 
is  clearly  unsatisfactory.  Based  on  an  examination  of  a sample  period,  we 
found  that  five  employees  had  accumulated  52  percent  of  the  Department’s 
total  overtime  balance.  Specified  working  hours  are  not  adhered  to,  various 
policies,  including  Departmental  rules  on  accumulating  overtime,  are  not 
enforced,  and  the  use  of  overtime  earned  and  used  is  excessive.  By  instituting 
basic  work  hours  of  8:00  a.m.  to  5:00  p.m.,  the  Department  can  have  much 
more  of  its  staff  available  for  staff  coordination,  instill  a sense  of  discipline  and 
an  environment  conducive  to  good  work  habits,  and  also  make  allowances  for 
those  required  to  work  specific  evenings.  We  are  not  suggesting  by  this 
recommendation  that  staff  should  not  exceed  these  minimum  standards  as 
inferred  by  the  Director  of  Planning. 
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- Job  Performance  Evaluations 

The  Department  of  City  Planning  has  not  complied  with  the  Civil  Service 
requirement  for  annual  performance  evaluations  of  all  employees. 
Department  of  City  Planning  staff  are  provided  formal  feedback  on  their  job 
performance  only  on  an  infrequent  basis.  Some  individuals  have  not 
received  a performance  evaluation  in  many  years.  Thus,  opportunities  to 
reinforce  desired  performances  and  to  point  out  areas  of  needed 
improvement,  on  a formal  basis,  are  being  lost.  By  insuring  that  each 
employee  receives  an  annual  performance  evaluation,  Department 
management  can  contribute  to  the  development  of  its  staff  and  enhance  the 
performance  of  the  Department. 

- Cost  Recovery  and  Construction  Fees 

The  Office  of  Environmental  Review  did  not  fully  recover  their  project 
review  costs  through  existing  fees  in  approximately  55  percent  of  its  cases 
in  1987.  Furthermore,  the  Department  of  City  Planning  does  not 
systematically  verify  that  estimated  project  construction  costs  are  accurate 
to  ensure  that  the  corresponding  planning  fees  are  appropriate.  By 
implementing  a cost  recovery  fee  schedule  and  a coordinated  systematic 
procedure  for  evaluating  estimated  project  construction  costs  with  the 
Bureau  of  Building  Inspection,  the  Department  could  generate  increased 
revenues  estimated  to  amount  to  approximately  $109,000  in  FY  1988-89. 


- Denartment  Staffing 

Although  the  Department's  budget  allocates  14  positions  to  Department 
Administration,  we  found  that  five  of  those  14  positions,  or  approximately 
35  percent,  are  not  needed  to  handle  administrative  duties.  Based  on  our 
recommendations,  the  Director  of  Planning  has  already  reallocated  four  of 
the  five  positions,  not  needed  for  administration,  to  other  needed  programs. 
Also,  based  on  the  Department's  outputs,  as  prescribed  in  its  Work 
Program  and  based  on  our  detailed  review,  staff  should  be  reallocated  from 
the  Plans  and  Programs  Division  to  the  Implementation  Division  (the 
proposed  Neighborhood  Planning  Division).  By  allocating  more  staff  to  the 
Implementation  Division,  the  value  of  the  Department’s  outputs  would  be 
enhanced  and  the  public  better  served. 
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- Management  Assistance 

Based  on  the  findings  contained  in  this  report,  we  have  concluded  that  the 
management  of  the  Department  of  City  Planning  has  been  deficient  in 
fulfilling  numerous  of  its  planning  and  administrative  responsibilities  and 
has  allocated  and  managed  its  personnel  resources  inefficiently.  During 
the  course  of  our  audit,  the  Director  of  Planning  initiated  action  to 
implement  some  of  the  recommendations  in  this  report.  However,  by 
providing  independent  management  assistance  to  the  Department  of  City 
Planning  to  continue  implementation  of  the  recommendations  contained  in 
this  report,  the  Mayor’s  Office  could  assist  the  Department  to  more 
effectively  and  efficiently  achieve  its  planning  goals  and  objectives  and  to 
alleviate  its  administrative  weaknesses. 

Our  report  contains  the  following  recommendations: 

We  recommend  that  the  City  Planning  Commission: 

- After  extensive  public  participation  and  hearings,  amend  the  Master 
Plan  so  that  it  shall  be  a more  up-to-date,  integrated,  internally 
consistent  and  compatible  statement  of  policies  for  the  City  and  County 
of  San  Francisco. 

- Publish  a general  "Concept"  of  the  Master  Plan. 

- Adopt  a Land  Use  Element  that  meets  the  requirements  of  Charter 
Section  3.524. 

- Institute  an  annual  review  and  amendment  process  for  updating  and 
refining  the  policy  expressed  in  the  Master  Plan  and  for  monitoring  and 
evaluating  the  progress  of  implementation  strategies  and  programs. 

We  recommend  that  the  Department  of  City  Planning  develop  and  the  City 
Planning  Commission  adopt: 

- A Planning  Code  that  incorporates  the  following: 

- A well-thought-out  structure  wherein  like  requirements  are  grouped 
in  common  sections. 

- The  use  of  simple  language  wherever  possible. 

- A comprehensive  definition  section. 

- An  expanded  index. 
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- Increased  use  of  diagrams  and  charts  to  make  the  Code  more 
understandable. 

- Current  and  accurate  zoning  maps. 

- A format  and  numbering  system  that  facilitates  locating  referenced 
information. 

- Elimination  of  obsolete  requirements. 

- Regulations  that  reflect  community  needs,  especially  with  respect  to 
height  and  bulk  limits  and  parking  space  requirements. 

We  recommend  that  the  Director  of  Planning: 

- Implement  a system  for  processing  Planning  Code  changes  proposed  by 
the  public. 

- Consider  assigning  responsibility  for  authorship  of  the  Planning  Code  to 
the  Implementation  Division. 

- Insure  that  Zoning  Bulletins  on  issues  of  interest  to  the  public  are 
published  and  disseminated. 

- Direct  the  development  and  distribution  of  a listing  of  relevant  Planning 
Code  requirements  by  specific  zoning  districts. 

- Implement  a process  for  formally  assessing  and  presenting  to  the 
Planning  Commission  any  additional  staffing  that  might  be  needed  as  a 
result  of  proposed  amendments  to  the  Planning  Code. 

We  recommend  that  the  Planning  Commission: 

- Develop  a City-wide  plan  for  infrastructure  needs  similar  to  a Master 
Plan  element. 

- Incorporate  infrastructure  needs  in  Area  Plans,  including  the  linking 
of  specific  infrastructure  needs  to  appropriate  development  of  projects. 

- Include  infrastructure  needs  in  the  Capital  Improvement  Program 
budgeting  process.  Integration  of  infrastructure  needs  would  be 
generally  based  on  three  criteria: 

- Construction/replacement  based  upon  City-wide  requirements 
(health,  safety,  structural  integrity,  etc.) 
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- Construction/replacement  to  coincide  with  area  development  by  the 
City  and/or  private  firms. 

- Mandates  by  State  or  federal  authorities. 

Hold  public  hearings  on  the  proposed  Capital  Improvement  Program 
budget. 

We  recommend  that  the  Capital  Improvement  Advisory  Committee: 

- Prepare  an  annual  report  regarding  the  state  of  the  City's 
infrastructure  including  a strategy  for  infrastructure  renovation 
consistent  with  the  City's  Master  Plan  and  Area  Plans. 

We  recommend  that  the  Director  of  Planning: 

- Assign  the  Urban  Systems  Analyst  the  responsibility  and  authority  for 
overseeing  and  coordinating  all  data  collection,  internal  or  contractual, 
in  order  that  quality,  consistency  and  compatibility  be  maintained  and 
redundancy  eliminated. 

- Maximize  the  use  of  existing  computing  equipment  for  the  purpose  of 
storing,  retrieving,  and  analyzing  data  resources. 

- As  resources  may  become  available,  expand  the  Planning  Information 
System  to  include  land  use  information,  census  data,  housing 
information,  economic  data,  and  social  data. 

We  recommend  that  the  Director  of  the  Department  of  Public  Works  and  the 

Director  of  Planning,  the  Zoning  Administrator,  and  the  Superintendent  of 

the  Bureau  of  Building  Inspection: 

- Jointly  sign  a letter  of  agreement  detailing  performance  responsibilities, 
training,  and  other  administrative  and  operational  issues  to  effect  the 
coordinated  and  efficient  delegation  of  powers  to  the  Bureau  of  Building 
Inspection  for  investigative  and  related  aspects  of  enforcing  the 
Planning  Code  pertaining  to  zoning  and  other  violations. 

We  recommend  that  the  Director  of  Planning: 

- Pursue,  in  conjunction  with  the  City  Attorney's  Office,  a method  for 
recovering  the  costs  of  abating  Planning  Code  violations. 
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We  recommend  that  the  City  Planning  Commission: 

- Direct  the  Department  of  City  Planning  to  bring  all  nonconforming  uses 
under  Planning  Code  control. 

We  recommend  that  the  City  Planning  Commission: 

- Develop  detailed  written  policies  to  govern  the  application  of  conditions  of 
approval  to  Commission  cases  that  ensure  that  the  objectives  of  the 
Planning  Code  are  secured  and  that  the  rights  of  individuals  are 
protected. 

- Institute  a program  for  insuring  compliance  with  conditions  imposed  in 
cases  by  statistically  or  otherwise  sampling  conformance  and  taking 
corrective  action  where  required. 

We  recommend  that  the  Board  of  Supervisors: 

- Amend  Section  303  of  the  Planning  Code  to  require  all  applicants 
receiving  conditional  use  permits  to  submit  documentation  of 
compliance  with  such  conditions  to  the  Planning  Department  upon 
completion  of  the  project. 

We  recommend  that  the  Director  of  Planning: 

- Immediately  notify  all  institutions,  including  hospitals  and  universities, 
that  are  subject  to  the  requirements  of  Planning  Code  Section  304.5  of  the 
mandatory  requirement  to  comply  with  this  Code  Section  and  advise 
these  institutions  of  the  penalties  of  non-compliance. 

- Begin  enforcing  Planning  Code  Section  304.5,  such  that  building  permits 
shall  not  be  approved  for  any  institution  that  does  not  have  a current 
institutional  master  plan  on  file  with  the  Department,  with  the 
exception  of  minor  alterations  necessary  to  correct  immediate  hazards 
to  health  or  safety. 

We  recommend  that  the  City  Planning  Commission: 

- Set  specific  objectives  for  providing  information  services  to  the  public 
and  monitor  progress  on  these  objectives. 

- Establish  8:00  a.m.  - 5:00  p.m.  as  the  Information  Counter's  hours  of 
operation. 
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We  recommend  that  the  Director  of  Planning: 

- Reallocate  a minimum  of  two  existing,  highly  qualified,  full-time 
planners  to  the  Information  Office. 

- Require  all  Departmental  planners,  including  the  Assistant  Directors, 
to  provide  public  information  counter  service  for  two  to  three  hours  each 
week. 

- Have  all  written  handout  materials,  including  all  of  the  various 
applications,  reviewed  for  currency  and  legibility. 

- Provide  for  the  Information  Manager,  who  supervises  the  operations  of 
the  Public  Information  Counter,  to  report  directly  to  the  Director  of 
Planning  for  a period  of  one  year. 

- Rotate  Information  Office  staff  to  regular  staff  assignments  on  a phased 
basis. 


- Enhance  the  status  of  the  Information  Office  and  assignment  thereto  in 
every  way  possible. 

We  recommend  that  the  Department  of  City  Planning: 

- Immediately  begin  enforcing  the  provisions  of  Administrative  Code 
Section  31.46(8)  to  collect  $100  for  each  Certificate  of  Exemption. 

- Initiate  an  amendment  to  Section  31.46(8)  of  Administrative  Code  to 
extend  the  Certificate  of  Exemption  provisions  to  include  fee  collections  if 
the  Office  of  Environmental  Review  must  separately  review  a project  for 
a Categorical  Exemption  and  concurrently  reduce  fees  from  $100  to  $50 
to  more  accurately  reflect  the  Department's  costs. 

- Develop  and  adopt  time  and  recordkeeping  procedures  for  assessing 
time  and  material  costs  for  each  environmental  review  case  which  is 
appealed. 

- Enforce  the  provisions  of  Administrative  Code  Section  31.46(3)  to  collect 
the  time  and  material  costs  that  the  Department  expends  on  preparing 
for  an  appeal. 

- Immediately  notify  all  City  departments  that  all  fees  to  the  Planning 
Department  shall  be  due  at  the  time  that  their  applications  are 
submitted  for  review. 
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- Enforce  existing  policy  for  all  applicants  that  no  work  will  commence  on 
a project  until  the  appropriate  fees  have  been  paid. 

- Institute  a payment  tracking  system  for  all  Planning  Department  fees. 

We  recommend  that  the  Department  of  City  Planning: 

- Monitor  the  Office  of  Environmental  Review  (OER)  log  to  insure  that  all 
environmental  review  projects  are  included  and  that  complete 
information  is  provided  on  a timely  basis  until  the  Department's 
computer  tracking  system  is  fully  operational. 

- Implement  a formal  policy  that  each  project's  environmental  review 
will  be  completed  within  six  months  if  a negative  declaration  is  required 
and  within  one  year  if  an  EIR  is  required;  if  additional  delays  are  caused 
by  the  project  applicant,  the  project  may  be  disapproved. 

- Develop  a case  schedule  tracking  system  to  alert  planners  of  upcoming 
legislated  time  requirements  for  each  project. 

- Work  with  the  City  Attorney's  Office  to  revise  Chapter  31  of  the 
Administrative  Code  for  consistency  with  the  California  Environmental 
Quality  Act  (CEQA),  the  CEQA  Guidelines  and  current  practices  of  the 
Planning  Department's  Office  of  Environmental  Review  (OER). 

- Combine  project  review  with  environmental  review  functions  and 
assign  planners  responsibility  for  both  activities  on  the  same  project  by 
transferring  several  planners  from  the  project  review  Commission 
Cases  Section  to  the  Office  of  Environmental  Review  and  by  cross 
training  these  project  review  and  environmental  review  staffinembers. 

- Petition  the  State  to  amend  CEQA  to  change  the  categories  of  exemption, 
relating  to  highly  urbanized  areas  and  to  eliminate  inconsistencies  in 
the  law. 

We  recommend  that  the  Director  of  Planning: 

- Assign  responsibility  and  authority  for  the  administrative  aspects  of  the 
operation  of  the  Department  to  the  Administrative  Secretary  of  the  City 
Planning  Commission  as  prescribed  by  the  Civil  Service  Commission 
position  description  for  job  Classification  Code  1556. 

- Relieve  the  Deputy  Director  of  Planning  from  responsibility  for  the 
administrative  aspects  of  the  operation  of  the  Department  in  order  that 
this  position  can  be  assigned  to  management  control  functions. 
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- Request  that  the  Civil  Service  Commission  review  the  job  description 
and  classification  of  the  Administrative  Secretary  to  insure  that  the 
classification  and  rate  of  pay  are  appropriate  for  the  duties  and 
responsibilities  of  the  position. 

- Assign  responsibility  for  management  control  of  the  Department  to  the 
Deputy  Director  of  Planning. 

- Complete  the  updating  and  publishing  of  a current  Office  Procedures 
Manual  and  a current  Personnel  Handbook. 

- Assemble  a ’library"  from  the  Department's  current  holdings. 

- Add  to  current  holdings,  as  much  as  possible. 

- Insure  that  the  Department  protects  its  library  holdings. 

- To  the  maximum  extent  feasible,  institute  and  enforce  uniform  working 
hours  for  all  personnel. 

- Commensurate  with  operational  requirements,  enforce  standard  lunch 
hours  for  all  personnel. 

- Personally  participate  in  staff  meetings  on  a regularly  scheduled  basis. 

- Insure  that  managers  keep  employees  fully  informed  about 
Departmental  activities. 

- Emphasize  the  importance  of  performing  "routine”  work,  such  as 
permit  processing,  Planning  Code  violation  abatement,  and  Master  Plan 
updates. 

- Give  a wider  range  of  employees,  commensurate  with  ability,  the 
opportunity  to  perform  special  projects. 

- Use  interdivisional  teams  on  projects  wherever  appropriate. 

- Publish  a monthly  "game  plan"  providing  Departmental  goals  and 
objectives  for  the  immediate  future  and  assessing  progress  on  previously 
stated  goals  and  objectives. 

We  recommend  that  the  City  Planning  Commission: 

- Implement,  on  a phased  basis,  a reorganization  of  the  Department  of 
City  Planning  based  on  a neighborhood  planner  concept. 
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- Review,  alter  if  necessary,  and  approve  Departmental  effectiveness 
measures  submitted  by  the  Director  of  Planning. 

- Monitor  the  selected  effectiveness  measures  and  assist  the  Director  of 
Planning  in  controlling  such  measures,  as  necessary. 

- Develop  a set  of  policies  for  key  responsibilities  such  as  public 
information  and  Planning  Code  enforcement. 

We  recommend  that  the  Director  of  Planning: 

- Develop  a set  of  Departmental  effectiveness  measures  and  submit  them 
to  the  City  Planning  Commission  for  approval. 

- Continue  to  develop  Departmental  objectives  throughout  the 
organization. 

- Monitor  and  control  selected  effectiveness  measures  to  insure  that  the 
Department  is  fulfilling  its  mission. 

- Adopt  the  management  control  tools  of  the  type  shown  on  pages  119  and 

120. 

We  recommend  that  the  City  Planning  Commission: 

- Institute  an  overtime  policy  that  is  consistent  with  the  March  29,  1979 
memorandum  transmitted  by  the  Mayor  to  all  department  heads, 
including  the  policy  on  accumulating  overtime. 

- Institute  basic  office  hours  of  8:00  a.m.  to  5:00  p.m.  with  one  hour  for 
lunch. 

- Institute  an  overtime  policy  that  is  approved  on  an  individual  basis 
between  manager  and  employee. 

We  recommend  that  the  Director  of  Planning: 

- Insure  that  all  employees  are  provided  an  annual  formal  performance 
appraisal. 

- Implement  a cost  recovery  fee  to  cover  the  actual  costs  incurred  by  the 
Department  to  review,  evaluate  and  issue  permits  and  reports  for 
individual  project  applicants,  based  on  the  actual  amount  of  time 
expended  on  individual  cases. 
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Institute  tighter  controls  on  time  keeping  records  for  all  staff  members 
to  insure  that  all  project  hours  and  costs  are  identified. 

- Work  with  the  Bureau  of  Building  Inspection  to  immediately  develop 
and  implement  a coordinated  construction  cost  verification  procedure 
for  all  Planning  fees  that  are  based  on  the  estimated  cost  of  construction. 

We  recommend  that  the  Bureau  of  Building  Inspection: 

- Work  with  the  Planning  Department  to  develop  and  implement  a 
coordinated  construction  cost  verification  procedure  for  all  fees  that  are 
based  on  the  estimated  cost  of  construction  as  soon  as  possible. 

We  recommend  that  the  Director  of  Planning: 

- Transfer  the  Urban  Systems  Analyst  position  from  Department 
Administration  to  the  Plans  and  Programs  Division. 

- Transfer  ten  staff  positions  from  the  Plans  and  Programs  Division  to  the 
Implementation  Division. 

- Transfer  four  positions  from  Department  Administration  to  the 
Implementation  Division. 

- Implement  the  recommendation  in  Section  7.6  of  this  report  concerning 
valuation  of  project  construction  costs  so  as  to  collect  additional  revenues 
of  approximately  $109,000  annually. 

We  recommend  that  the  Mayor’s  Office: 

- Provide  independent  management  assistance  to  the  Director  of  Planning 
in  implementing  the  recommendations  made  in  this  audit  report  and  to 
improve  the  overall  management  of  the  City  Planning  Department. 

- Advise  the  Board  of  Supervisors  at  the  end  of  six  months  on  the  status  of 
the  implementation  of  the  recommendations  contained  in  this  report. 

- Initiate  action  to  restore  up  to  a maximum  of  12  positions  in  the 
Department  of  City  Planning  if,  after  the  implementation  of  a 
representative  number  of  the  recommendations  made  in  this  report, 
such  additional  positions  can  be  justified. 
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Throughout  the  course  of  this  management  audit  we  received  the  cooperation  of 
the  Director  of  Planning  and  the  Planning  Department  staff.  The  Bureau  of 
Building  Inspection  staff  was  also  cooperative  in  assisting  us  with  the  conduct  of 
this  audit. 

Respectfully  submitted, 


Harvey  M.  Rose 

Budget  Analyst 

Staff:  Stanton  W.  Jones,  Project  Manager 
William  Courtright 
Fred  Brousseau 
Washington  Johnson 
Debra  Newman 
Dwight  Steeves 

cc:  Supervisor  Britt 
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Supervisor  Kennedy 
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Supervisor  Silver 
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Clerk  of  the  Board 
City  Attorney 
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Controller 

Sam  Yockey 

Bob  Gamble 
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Dean  Macris,  Director  of  Planning 

Richard  Evans,  Director  of  Public  Works 

William  Witte,  Deputy  Mayor,  Housing  and  Neighborhoods 

Commissioner  Bierman 
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INTRODUCTION 


Backgrgynd 

At  the  request  of  the  San  Francisco  Board  of  Supervisors,  the  Budget 
Analyst  has  undertaken  a management  audit  of  the  Department  of  City  Planning. 
The  purpose  of  the  audit  was  to  assess  the  efficiency,  effectiveness,  and  economy 
of  the  Department  in  performing  its  Charter-mandated  mission  of  facilitating  the 
coordinated  and  harmonious  development  of  the  City. 

The  powers  and  duties  of  the  Department  of  City  Planning  are  described  in 
Article  III,  Chapter  Five  of  the  Charter:  "Administrative  Departments,  Boards 
and  Commissions."  Central  to  those  powers  and  duties  is  the  development  and 
maintenance  of  a Master  Plan  for  guiding  the  improvement  and  future 
development  of  the  City. 

Responsibilities  and  Organization 

The  City  Charter  provides  for  a Department  of  City  Planning  consisting  of  a 
Planning  Commission,  a Director  of  Planning,  and  such  employees  as  may  be 
necessary  to  carry  out  the  functions  of  the  Department.  The  Planning 
Commission  is  composed  of  seven  members,  five  of  whom  are  appointed  by  the 
Mayor.  The  Chief  Administrative  Officer  and  the  Manager  of  Public  Utilities,  or 
their  designated  deputies,  as  is  practiced,  are  members  ex-officio.  The  City 
Charter  also  provides  for  a Director  of  Planning  who  acts  as  the  administrative 
head  and  appointing  officer  of  the  Department  of  City  Planning. 

The  City  Planning  Department  staff  of  102  authorized  positions,  including 
the  Director  and  Commission  Secretary,  is  organized  as  shown  in  Exhibit  1. 
(Twelve  of  the  102  authorized  positions  are  not  funded  in  the  FY  1988-89  budget. 
The  Department  has  funded  three  of  these  12  positions  through  grants  and  other 
alternative  funding  sources).  The  Department's  General  Fund  budget  for  FY 
1988-89  is  $4,940,388. 
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Exhibit  1 


Organization  Chart  and  Authorized  Staffing 
Department  of  City  Planning 


Scope 

With  the  exception  of  permit  processing  and  records  management,  our 
audit  report  covers  all  aspects  of  the  Department’s  operations.  Records 
management  was  the  subject  of  a January  27,  1988  report  by  the  Mayor’s  Fiscal 
Advisory  Committee.  We  have  reviewed  the  recommendations  of  that  report  and 
are  in  general  agreement  with  them. 

The  building  permit  processing  activities  of  the  Department  will  be  the 
subject  of  a future  separate  report,  covering  building  permit  functions  and 
activities  of  the  Bureau  of  Building  Inspection,  the  Fire  Department,  and  the 
Department  of  City  Planning.  That  report  will  also  include  processing  times  for 
various  Planning  Department  approvals,  such  as  variances  and  conditional  uses, 
which  are  processed  prior  to  or  concurrently  with  building  permit  applications. 
We  have  reviewed  the  Planning  Department’s  permit  processing  activities  along 
with  those  of  the  Bureau  of  Building  Inspection  and  the  Fire  Department.  We 
have  taken  into  consideration  the  effect  of  permit  processing  on  the  overall 
operation  of  the  Department  of  City  Planning  and  will  include  our  results  when 
we  have  completed  our  separate  report  on  permit  processing. 
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Methodology 


Our  audit  entailed  interviewing  more  than  half  of  the  Department’s  staff, 
most  of  whom  provided  detailed  information  on  their  specific  responsibilities  as 
well  as  more  general  information  on  the  Department's  functioning.  We  also 
conducted  interviews  with  3 members  of  the  City  Planning  Commission,  and 
interviews  with  numerous  members  of  the  public  including  architects,  land-use 
lawyers  and  consultants. 

We  also  reviewed  the  City  Charter,  City  Administrative  Code,  City 
Planning  Code,  the  Master  Plan,  numerous  other  plans,  the  Department’s 
administrative  procedures  and  personnel  manuals,  and  many  other  documents 
and  records. 

In  addition,  we  surveyed  several  City  Planning  Departments  in  California 
for  fees  and  environmental  procedures  and  we  visited  and  reviewed  the  operations 
of  the  San  Jose  City  Planning  Department,  the  Oakland  City  Planning 
Department,  and  the  Los  Angeles  City  Planning  Department. 

AcknQwledfiflPfrflfo 

Our  efforts  were  assisted  by  the  cooperation  of  the  City  Planning 
Department  staff  who  were  most  helpful  in  providing  information  and  suggesting 
improved  operating  methods.  The  Director  of  Planning,  Mr.  Dean  Macris,  wras 
especially  helpful  by  providing  information,  as  was  the  Deputy  Director,  Mr. 
Milton  Edelin. 
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SSCTIQN 1;  THE  PLANNING  DEPARTMENT  - AN  OVERVIEW 

The  Planning  Environment 


City  Planning,  as  practiced  in  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco,  occurs 
within  a highly  charged  political  environment:  many  citizens  have  a keen  (and 
often  financial)  interest  in  the  proposed  policies  that  are  to  govern  land  use  in  the 
City  and  in  the  specific  decisions  emanating  from  those  policies.  The  reasons  for 
such  keen  interest  are  obvious:  The  City  is  truly  a beautiful  place  in  which  to  live 
and  work,  and  there  are  significantly  differing  opinions  as  to  how  to  best  manage 
the  City's  development.  The  fact  that  the  City  cannot  expand  its  physical 
boundaries  tends  to  magnify  the  level  of  interest  in  the  available  land. 

As  stated  in  the  introduction  to  this  report,  the  mission  of  the  Planning 
Commission  and  the  Planning  Department  is  to  facilitate  the  coordinated  and 
harmonious  development  of  the  City.  Execution  of  this  mission  is  complicated  in 
San  Francisco  because  there  are  numerous  competing  interests,  such  as  growth 
versus  no-  or  slow-growth  advocacies,  neighborhood  versus  downtown 
orientations,  and  affordable  housing  versus  highest-and-best-use  advocacies.  The 
Planning  Department's  task  of  coordinating  the  planning  processes  and  the 
Planning  Commission's  responsibility  for  decision-making  are  further 
complicated  because  all  development  is  subject  to  review  and  the  public  is  highly 
informed,  sophisticated,  and  very  active. 

The  quotation  cited  below,  taken  from  an  American  Planners  Association 
Journal  article,  gives  what  we  think  is  a realistic  view  of  the  planning  process: 

"In  spite  of  the  observation  that  planning  is  essentially  a political 
process,  I mean  to  discourage  planners  neither  from  practicing  their 
craft  nor  from  entering  the  field.  I intend  merely  to  accentuate  the 
reality  that  in  the  United  States,  elected  public  officials  decide  who  will 
plan  as  well  as  what  they  will  plan,  and  where,  when,  and  ultimately 
what  projects  they  will  and  will  not  finance  and  develop. 

Unless  planners  run  for  and  get  elected  to  public  office,  they  must 
recognize  that  all  they  do  is  to  offer  the  decision  makers  optional  sets  of 
goals  and  means  and  that  they  can  only  try  to  persuade  them  to  accept 
the  most  rational,  the  most  carefully  researched,  the  most  cost 
efficient,  and  the  most  humane  and  useful  plan.  Depending  on  the 
quality  of  the  planning  and  the  skill  of  the  presenters,  as  well  as  the 
intelligence  and  rational  commitment  of  the  decision  makers,  oftimes 
that  approach  will  work." 

The  point  is  that  land  use  and  development  decisions  can  be  viewed  as  being 
made  primarily  according  to  recognized  planning  principles,  as  shaped  by  the 
collective  political  will  and  enunciated  in  a well  prepared  general  plan,  or 
primarily  according  to  political  pressures,  as  shown  graphically  below. 
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Land  Use  Decisions 


Recognized 

Political Planning 

Pressures  Principles 

The  two  end  points’ describe  the  decision  making  "environment"  continuum;  the 
decisions  themselves  could  possibly  be  identical  for  a given  project. 

In  the  City  of  San  Francisco,  every  issue  or  project  of  significance  is 
subjected  to  political  inputs  and  every  building  permit,  through  the  Planning 
Commission's  power  of  "discretionary  review,"  can  be  subject  to  review  and 
public  comment.  These  conditions  work  to  significantly  increase  the 
Department's  workload  and  to  complicate  its  processes. 

The  Planning  C^mmiggipn  and  fo?  Planning  Staff 

The  current  Planning  Commission  was  sworn  in  on  Wednesday,  April  20, 
1988.  The  Commission,  with  the  exception  of  one  member,  is  entirely  new.  The 
Commission  meets  weekly,  on  Thursday  afternoons,  to  hear  matters  over  which  it 
has  decision  authority.  Controversial  cases  draw  much  public  attention:  the 
meeting  room  is  often  filled  to  capacity  and  much  public  debate  over  issues 
occurs.  The  meetings  sometimes  continue  past  9:00  p.m.  and  have,  on  occasion, 
continued  past  1:00  a.m. 

The  range  of  issues  brought  before  the  Commission  can  vary  in 
significance  from  Master  Plan  revisions  or  the  approval  of  an  area  plan  (such  as 
the  Downtown  Plan)  to  whether  an  applicant  should  be  permitted  to  build  a deck 
onto  his  or  her  residence.  Under  its  powers  of  discretionary  review,  to  be 
discussed  in  detail  in  another  section  of  this  report,  the  Commission  has  the 
authority  to  review  any  proposed  building  permit  and  approve,  alter,  or 
disapprove  the  permit  application. 

The  City  Planning  Commission  is  responsible  for  appointing  the  City 
Planning  Director  and  a Commission  Secretary  who  serve  at  the  Commission's 
pleasure. 

From  a policy  standpoint,  the  Commission's  primary  responsibility  is  to 
adopt  and  maintain  a comprehensive,  long-term,  general  plan  for  the 
improvement  and  future  development  of  the  City.  This  document,  known  in  the 
City  of  San  Francisco  as  the  Master  Plan,  serves  as  the  set  of  guiding  principles 
from  which  all  plans,  policies,  zoning,  permit  approvals,  etc.,  emanate.  Charter 
Section  3.527,  Mandatory  Referrals,  is  quoted  below,  in  part,  to  emphasize  the 
significance  of  the  Master  Plan. 
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"No  ordinance  or  resolution  which  deals  with  the  acquisition, 
extension,  widening,  narrowing,  removal,  relocation,  vacation, 
abandonment,  sale  or  change  in  the  use  of  any  public  way, 
transportation  route,  ground,  open  space,  building,  or  structure,  the 
subject  matter  of  which  has  not  been  previously  reported  on  by  the 
department  of  city  planning  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of 
Sections  3.527,  6.202,  6.203  or  6.205  of  this  charter,  shall  be  adopted  by 
the  board  of  supervisors  unless  and  until  such  ordinance  or 
resolution  shall  have  first  been  referred  to  the  department  of  city 
planning  and  a report  rendered  thereon  regarding  conformity  of  the 
matter  involved  to  the  master  plan.  If  conflict  exists,  the  report  shall 
give  the  particulars  of  the  differences  between  the  proposal  and  the 
master  plan." 

With  the  sole  exception  of  a citizen  generated  Charter  amendment,  the  Planning 
Commission  is  the  final  authority  on  any  changes  to  the  Master  Plan. 

The  City  Planning  Department  is  comprised  of  102  authorized  positions 
(Ninety  of  which  are  General  Fund  budgeted)  for  fiscal  year  1988-89  with  a total 
budget  of  $4,940,388.  The  Department  is  organized  into  an  administrative  unit 
and  two  operating  divisions.  Each  operating  division  is  managed  by  an  Assistant 
Director  of  Planning  and  each  has  three  operating  sections,  managed  by  a 
Planner  V.  Table  1 below  shows  Departmental  staffing  down  to  the  Section  level. 

Table  1 

Department  of  City  Planning 
Departmental  Staffing 

FY138&-89 

Number  of  Number  of 

Unit  Professionals  Clerical  Total 


Department  Administration 


l^panjneni  anmimsirdUOn 

• Personnel/Payroll/MBO/Special  Projects 

2 

_ 

2 

• 

Fiscal/Accoun  ting/Operations 

4 

- 

4 

• 

Information  & Statistical  Services 

1 

— 

1 

• 

Management  & Clerical 

-A 

JL 

Subtotal 

10 

4 

14 

Plans  & Programs  Division 

• 

Comp.  Planning  & Development-Master 

Plan/Rezoning 

9 

- 

9 

• 

Comp.  Planning  & Development  - 

Neighborhood  Plan/Housing 

10 

— 

10 

• 

Special  Projects 

3 

- 

3 

• 

Division  Administration  & Support 

_a 

_4 

JL 

Subtotal 

25 

4 

29 
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Number  of  Number  of 


Unit  fYofererionals 

Clerical 

Total 

Tmnlementation  Division 

• Code  Compliance 

21 

3 

24 

• Commission  Cases/Project  Review 

12 

5 

17 

• Office  of  Environmental  Review 

9 

2 

11 

• Division  Administration  & Support 

_4 

_a 

JL 

Subtotal 

46 

13 

50 

Department  Totals 

SI 

21 

102 

The  responsibilities  of  the  divisions  and  their  sections  are  as  follows: 


Department  Administration:  Department  Administration,  consisting  of  the 
Director,  the  Deputy  Director,  the  Commission  Secretary,  the  Urban  System 
Analyst,  and  various  administrative  personnel,  is  responsible  for  the  overall 
management  of  the  Department  and  provides  administrative  support  services  to 
the  operating  divisions  in  the  areas  of  personnel,  budgeting,  facilities 
maintenance,  supplies,  etc.  Department  administration  also  coordinates 
Planning  Commission  support  and  handles  relations  with  the  press,  developers, 
public  officials,  and  other  departments. 

Plans  and  Programs  Division:  This  division  is  responsible  for  developing  and 
preparing  amendments  to  the  general  and  more  specific  plans,  including  the 
Planning  Code,  for  adoption  by  the  Planning  Commission.  Primary  among  these 
is  the  Master  Plan,  which,  by  direction  of  the  City  Charter,  is  to  guide  the 
coordinated  and  orderly  development  of  the  City.  Operating  sections  in  the  Plans 
and  Programs  Division  are  as  follows: 

Comprehensive  Planning  and  Program  Development:  Master  Planning 
and  Rezoning  Studies 

This  section  is  responsible  for  the  Master  Plan,  area  plans,  and 
special  studies  aspects  of  the  following  technical  specialties  and  geographic 
locations: 


Energy  Conservation 
Seismic  Safety 
Arts  Element 
Sunlight  in  Parks 
Urban  Design 
Transportation 
Civic  Center 


Residential  Rezoning 
Downtown 
Open  Space 
South  of  Market 
Showplace  Square 
Van  Ness  Avenue 
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Comprehensive  Planning  and  Program  Development;  Neighborhood 
Planning  and  Housing 

This  section  is  responsible  for  neighborhood  planning  and  for  the 
Master  Plan,  area  plan,  and  special  studies  aspects  of  the  following 
technical  specialties  and  geographic  locations: 


Special  Projects  - Mission  Bav 

The  Mission  Bay  Project  lias  been  funded  by  the  Santa  Fe  Pacific 
Realty  Corporation.  Funding  for  the  four  positions  involved  in  this 
planning  effort  expired  in  March,  1988.  The  four  positions  were  then 
transferred  to  vacant  General  Fund  positions.  Current  project  activities 
include  revising  the  Mission  Bay  Proposal  for  Citizen  Review,  preparation 
of  a Draft  Environmental  Impact  Report,  and  preparation  of  a Development 
Agreement  Ordinance  which  would  establish  a fund  into  which  would  flow 
resources  from  project  developers  to  cover  costs  to  the  City  for  participation 
in  development  agreements. 

Implementation  Division:  This  division  is  responsible  for  implementing  the 
plans  and  the  Zoning  Ordinance  as  adopted  by  the  Planning  Commission.  All  of 
the  activities  of  this  division  are  ongoing  and  involve  applying  zoning  and  other 
rules  to  specific  land  use  projects  ranging  from  the  addition  of  a residential  deck 
to  the  development  of  major  office  buildings.  Operating  sections  in  the 
Implementation  Division  are  as  follows: 

Code  Compliance 

This  section  is  the  largest  in  the  Department  and  is  responsible  for 
enforcing  the  Zoning  Ordinance.  The  section  is  organized  into  groups 
which  are  responsible  for  permit  processing.  Planning  Code  violation 
abatement,  variance  applications,  nonconforming  uses,  and  various  other 
activities. 

Commission  Cases/Proiect  Review 

This  section  is  responsible  for  a large  variety  of  projects  requiring 
either  City  Planning  Commission  action  or,  where  delegated  by  the 
Commission,  staff  review  for  conformity  with  the  Master  Plan.  In  addition, 
this  section  reviews  proposals  for  reclassifications,  text  amendments, 
conditional  uses,  condominiums/land  subdivisions  and  master  plan 


Housing 

Neighborhood  Commercial 


Northern  Waterfront 
Chinatown 
Rincon  Hill 
South  Van  Ness 
Residential  Hotels 


Bernal  Heights 
Mission 


Inner  Mission 
South  Bayshore 
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referrals,  review  of  downtown  projects  and  overview  of  institutional  master 
plans. 

Environmental  Review 

This  section  carries  out  environmental  review  for  all  departments 
and  agencies  of  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  in  compliance  with 
the  California  Environmental  Quality  Act  (CEQA),  the  State  CEQA 
Guidelines,  Chapter  31  of  the  San  Francisco  Administrative  Code,  and  the 
National  Environmental  Policy  Act.  This  section,  prepares  and  oversees 
preparation  of  negative  declarations  and  categorical  exemptions,  initial 
studies,  and  environmental  impact  reports.  It  also  comments  for  the  City 
on  environmental  documents  prepared  by  other  jurisdictions  and  reviews 
pending  state  legislation. 

Departmental  Accomnlishmpnte 

The  Department  of  City  Planning  in  the  past  decade  has  produced  land  use 
plans  and  controls  that  have  significantly  changed  development  and  land  uses  in 
the  City.  In  the  process,  those  plans  and  controls  have  received  international 
recognition  and  are  used  by  some  cities  as  a model  for  controlling  development. 

The  Director  of  Planning  has  held  that  position  since  March,  1981. 
According  to  him,  the  following  four  objectives,  formulated  in  1981,  contained  the 
Planning  Department's  strategy  for  the  City's  overall  development. 

1.  Develop  a new  downtown  plan  and  ordinance  that  greatly  reduce  the 
potential  for  development  and  preserve  existing  significant 
structures. 

2.  Develop  plans  and  rezonings  of  neighborhoods  around  the  downtown 
area  to  protect  existing  housing  and  prevent  encroachment  of 
downtown  functions. 

3.  Create  new  opportunities  for  housing  in  areas  formerly  non- 
residential,  in  order  to  take  pressure  off  existing,  older 
neighborhoods. 

4.  Rezone  all  240  neighborhood  retail  districts  in  the  city  in  order  to 
apply  current  standards  to  changes  in  commercial  space  and  to 
reduce  the  potential  for  loss  in  adjacent  housing  caused  by  retail 
growth. 

The  Director  of  Planning  states  that  the  program  contained  in  these  four 
objectives  will  be  completed  within  the  next  18  to  24  months.  The  Director  further 
states  that  the  Department’s  work  included  the  Downtown  Plan  and 
accompanying  ordinances  as  well  as  the  rezoning  of  Chinatown,  North  of  Market 
(Tenderloin)  and  South  of  Market.  He  also  states  that  plans  and  new  zoning  were 
developed  to  create  new  housing  potential  on  Rincon  Hill  and  on  Van  Ness 
Avenue.  He  asserts  that  these  six  plans  and  programs  dramatically  altered 
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provisions  governing  the  use  of  property  in  these  areas  and  that  they  assured  that 
new  construction  would  be  far  more  in  scale  with  existing  buildings. 

In  the  past  few  years  the  Department  has  received  national  recognition  in 
planning  journals  and  has  also  received  awards  from  local,  state,  and  national 
organizations  for  its  planning  work,  primarily  on  the  Downtown  Plan,  the 
Mission  Bay  Plan,  and  the  Neighborhood  Commercial  rezoning. 

Future  Challenges 

We  have  asked  the  Director  of  Planning  to  enumerate  the  major  planning 
challenges  in  the  immediate  years  ahead  as  he  sees  them.  He  has  responded  by 
citing  the  following  six  major  planning  challenges. 


Maior  Planning  Challenges 

Waterfront  Policies 

Production  of  housing  in  largely  non-residential  areas. 

Further  modification  of  zoning  controls  in  established 
neighborhoods. 

The  economic  vitality  of  the  Bayview  and  Mission  Districts. 

Making  industrial  land  in  the  eastern  section  for  the  City  from 
South  of  Market  to  the  City  limits  more  productive. 

The  extension  of  the  Muni  rail  system. 


The  full  text  of  the  Director's  assessment  of  the  Department's 
accomplishments  and  challenges  is  contained  in  Appendix  A. 

Our  assessment  of  the  Director's  remarks,  combined  with  insights  gained 
throughout  this  audit,  places  us  squarely  on  the  side  of  agreeing  that  the 
Department  of  City  Planning  does  indeed  face  significant  planning  and 
management  challenges. 


; 


SECTION  2:  PLANS  AND  PROGRAMS  DIVISION  ISSUES 

SECTION  2.1:  THE  MASTER  PLAN 

THE  MASTER  PLAN  FOR  THE  CITY’S 
IMPROVEMENT  AND  FUTURE 
DEVELOPMENT  IS  OUTDATED  AND 
INCONSISTENT  IN  SOME  AREAS  AND  DOES 
NOT  PROVIDE  SUFFICIENT  GUIDANCE  IN 
OTHER  AREAS.  IN  ADDITION,  THE 
MASTER  PLAN  DOES  NOT  INCLUDE  AN 
OVERVIEW  OR  GENERAL  "CONCEPT”  FOR 
READY  REFERENCE  ON  THE  CITY’S  MAJOR 
LAND  USES  AND  PLANNED  FUTURE 
DEVELOPMENT.  BY  SYSTEMATICALLY 
REVIEWING  AND  UPDATING  THE  MASTER 
PLAN,  BY  INCLUDING  ADDITIONAL 
PROVISIONS  TO  IMPROVE  THE 
DOCUMENT’S  COMPREHENSIVENESS,  AND 
BY  DEVELOPING  A MASTER  PLAN 
"CONCEPT,"  THE  MASTER  PLAN  WOULD 
BETTER  SERVE  ITS  CHARTER-MANDATED 
RESPONSIBILITIES. 


California  Government  Code  Section  65300  requires  every  City  and  County 
to  develop  and  adopt  "a  comprehensive,  long-term  general  plan  for  the  physical 
development"  of  the  community.  Government  Code  Section  65040.2  requires  the 
State  Office  of  Planning  and  Research  (OPR)  to  provide  guidelines  for  the 
preparation  and  content  of  local  general  plans.  "General  Plan  Guidelines," 
published  by  OPR  and  last  updated  in  June,  1987,  is  a comprehensive  guide  to 
preparing  and  implementing  general  plans. 

Charter  Requirements  for  a Master  Plan 

The  City’s  adopted  general  plan  is  called  the  Master  Plan  and  is  required  by 
Section  3.524  of  the  City  Charter.  Therein  it  is  stated  that  "the  master  plan  shall 
include  maps,  plans,  . . . based  on  physical,  social,  economic  and  financial  data 
which  together  present  a broad  and  general  guide  and  pattern  constituting  the 
recommendations  of  the  commission  for  the  coordinated  and  harmonious 
development,  in  accordance  with  present  and  future  needs,  of  the  City  and 
County.  . ." 
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A section  of  OPR's  "General  Plan  Guidelines"  (Guidelines)  titled  "The 
Legal  Basis  of  Local  Planning"  makes  it  dear  that  a well  prepared  general  plan  is 
necessary  to  ensure  the  legitimacy  of  the  exercise  of  police  power  through  land 
use  regulation. 

Most  of  what  follows  regarding  the  nature  and  role  of  the  general  plan  has 
been  extracted  from  OPR’s  Guidelines.  For  consistency,  we  use  the  term  general 
plan  throughout  this  section  except  where  the  reference  is  spetifically  to  the  City's 
Master  Plan.  It  should  be  clearly  understood  that  the  City's  Master  Plan  is  the 
name  given  to  what  the  State  calls  the  general  plan. 

The  Nature.  Content,  and  Format  of  the  Plan 

The  development  of  the  general  plan  should  be  a political  process  for 
allocating  scarce  resources  among  competing  demands.  The  general  plan  should 
be  the  central  mechanism  for  balandng  polities  and  making  necessary  trade  offs; 
it  should  serve  as  the  foundation  upon  which  all  land  use  decisions  are  based. 

The  Guidelines  identify  the  following  benefits  of  "preparing,  adopting, 
implementing,  and  maintaining  a general  plan."  They  are: 

"Identify  the  community's  land  use,  circulation,  environmental,  economic, 
and  social  goals  and  polities  as  they  relate  to  land  use  and  development. 

"Provide  a basis  for  local  government  decision  making. 

"Provide  citizens  with  opportunities  to  participate  in  the  planning  and 
decision  making  processes  of  local  government. 

"Inform  citizens,  developers,  decision  makers,  and  other  cities  and 
counties  of  the  ground  rules  that  will  guide  development  within  the 
community." 

If  the  general  plan  is  to  serve  the  purposes  of  bridging  the  gap  between 
community  values  and  actual  physical  decisions  and  "provide  citizens  with 
opportunities  to  participate  in  the  planning  and  decision  marking  processes  of 
local  government,"  it  must  be  in  a format  and  written  so  as  to  be  easily 
comprehensible  to  the  general  public  and  it  must  be  kept  current.  The  City's 
Master  Plan  requires  improvement  in  both  areas. 

The  Master  Plan  elements  are  fundamentally  technical  in  nature  and 
therefore  are  not  designed  for  informing  the  average  City  resident  as  to  the 
improvement  and  future  development  of  the  City.  Other  jurisdictions,  such  as 
Los  Angeles,  use  a hierarchical  concept  for  the  general  plan  beginning  with  a 
general  "Concept"  and  proceeding  to  more  specific  objectives  and  programs  in  the 
technical  elements  for  land  use,  the  environment,  service  systems,  etc.  The  Los 
Angeles  Concept  folds  into  a single  page,  and  provides  a general  overview  of  the 
City's  future  development,  and  includes  a map  showing  the  City’s  primary 
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centers,  open  space,  freeways,  and  other  geographical  elements.  We  recommend 
that  the  City  Planning  Department  develop  and  publish  such  a "Concept.” 

The  General  Han  Should  Be  Comprehensive. 

The  general  plan  should  cover  all  territory  within  the  boundaries  of  the 
adopting  city  or  county  as  well  as  "any  land  outside  its  boundaries  which  in  the 
planning  agency’s  judgment  bears  relation  to  its  planning."  For  cities,  this 
means  all  incorporated  territory,  both  public  and  private.  A truly  comprehensive 
general  plan  covers  all  locally  relevant  physical,  social  and  economic  planning 
issues. 

The  City's  Master  Plan  does  not  incorporate  the  role  of  all  land  and  water 
areas  either  owned  or  controlled  by  the  City  that  are  outside  City  limits.  In 
addition,  much  of  the  infrastructure  located  in  the  City,  both  publicly  and 
privately  owned,  is  not  included  in  the  Master  Plan.  The  Master  Plan  would 
provide  a more  comprehensive  coverage  and  thus  be  a better  planning  tool  if  the 
following  infrastructural  facilities  were  included: 

Hetch  Hetchy:  Including  the  water  distribution  system  and  power 
generation. 

San  Francisco  International  Airport:  What  role  does  it  play  in 

respect  to  other  elements  of  the  Master  Plan  and  the  Bay  Area? 

Non-City  owned  Public  Utilities:  Electricity,  Gas,  Cable  TV, 

Telephone  Services,  Other  Communications,  etc. 

Bridges  and  Tunnels:  Where  are  these  facilities  located?  What  are 
alternative  routes?  (These  facilities  are  discussed  briefly  in  the 
Transportation  element). 

Railroads:  The  Transportation  element  of  the  Master  Plan  discusses 
the  role  of  railroads  for  the  movement  of  people  but  there  is  no 
discussion  relating  to  the  movement  of  freight  flocal  traffic,  Port  of 
San  Francisco,  San  Francisco  International  Airport,  regional 
concerns). 

Port  of  San  Francisco:  While  the  Master  Plan  includes  area  plans  for 
the  Northeast  and  Central  Port  areas,  there  is  little  discussion  of  the 
Port’s  role  as  to  benefit  the  City,  or  its  role  relative  to  the  Bay  Area 
and  other  Bay  Area  ports.  In  addition,  the  area  plans  for  the  Port 
should  be  reviewed  on  a periodic  basis,  to  insure  that  these  plans  are 
consistent  with  the  City  goals  for  the  use  of  the  Port. 

Drainage:  What  is  the  basic  drainage  plan  for  the  City? 

Service  Facilities:  Where  are  the  City’s  service  facilities  (motor  pools, 
bus  yards,  maintenance  facilities)  located?  Are  there  other,  better 
possibilities? 
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Regional  Issues:  How  are  the  City’s  infrastructure  needs  related  to 
other  jurisdictions  and  regulatory  agencies? 

Cooperation:  How  are  the  City’s  infrastructure  needs  related  to 

federal,  State  and  regional  governments,  to  the  private  sector,  and  to 
non-profit  organizations  for  acquisition,  funding  and  construction? 

The  City  must  meet  the  continuing  need  to  improve  its  infrastructure  and 
to  integrate  City  facilities  with  those  of  the  private  sector  and  other  public  non-City 
owned  or  operated  facilities  consistent  with  land  use  and  development  policies. 
Policies  for  doing  so  should  be  set  forth  in  the  Master  Plan.  The  information 
which  could  be  included  in  the  Master  Plan  from  agencies  such  as  the  Airport, 
Hetch  Hetchy  and  utilities  is  available  from  these  sources. 

The  Master  Plan  is  also  deficient  in  comprehensiveness  in  that  policies 
related  to  redevelopment  are  not  specified  therein.  The  construction  activity 
within  redevelopment  areas  represents  a significant  share  of  the  physical  change 
in  the  City,  and  the  Master  Plan  should  provide  policy  guidance  for  these  areas. 

The  General  Plan  Should  Be  Systematically  Reviewed  and  Amended  to 
Remain  Current  * 

The  City's  current  Master  Plan  is  a collection  of  the  elements  adopted  from 
1952  through  1987.  Many  of  the  elements  have  been  amended,  some  several  times. 
Table  2 identifies  the  Master  Plan  elements  showing  dates  of  adoption  and  the  last 
amendment  date. 

Table  2 


fritter  Plan  Element  Adoption  and  Amendment  Dates 


Master  Plan  Elements  Date  Adopted 

Last  Amended 

1. 

Residence 

6/28/84 

3/24/88 

2. 

Commerce  and  Industry 

6/29/78 

3/24/88 

3. 

Recreation  and  Open  Space 

7/9/87 

4. 

Transportation 

6/24/82 

11/29/84 

5. 

Urban  Design 

8/26/71 

3/24/88 

6. 

Environmental  Protection 

Conservation  Section 

5/24/73 

12/17/87 

Transportation  Noise  Section 

9/19/74 

12/17/87 

Energy  Section 

6/3/82 

7. 

Community  Facilities 

Police  Facilities 

8/29/74 

Fire  Facilities 

10/9/52 

5/5/55 

Library  Facilities 

4/30/53 

12/17/59 

Public  Health  Centers 

5/12/60 

Neighborhood  Center  Facilities 

2/20/77 

Educational  Facilities 

12/17/87 

Institutional  Facilities 

12/17/87 

Wastewater  Facilities 

12/17/87 
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Solid  Waste  Facilities  12/17/87 

8.  Community  Safety  9/12/74 

9.  Land  Use  Index  12/17/87 

Different  elements  and  area  plans  have  been  added  at  different  times  — they 
span  a 35  year  period.  There  has  not  been  a systematic  review  and  updating  of  the 
cumulative  effect  of  policy  changes.  The  Master  Plan  contains  a number  of 
obsolete  policies  and  references. 

Since  the  general  plan  affects  the  welfare  of  current  and  future 
generations,  state  law  requires  that  the  plan  take  a ’long-term"  perspective.  The 
time  frames  for  effective  planning  vary  among  issues.  The  housing  element,  for 
example,  specifically  involves  time  increments  of  five  years.  Sewer,  water,  and 
road  systems  are  generally  designed  with  a 30-to  50-year  life  span.  Capital 
improvement  planning  is  typically  based  upon  a five-year  term.  Economic  trends 
may  change  rapidly  in  response  to  outside  forces. 

Differences  in  time  frame  also  exist  in  the  formulation  of  general  plan 
goals,  policies,  and  implementation  measures.  Goals  are  often  long  term,  slowly 
evolving  to  suit  changing  community  values  or  to  reflect  the  results  of  action 
programs.  Specific  policies  tend  to  be  shorter  term,  shifting  with  the  political 
climate  or  self-imposed  time  limits.  Implementation  programs  tend  to  have  the 
shortest  span  because  they  must  quickly  respond  to  the  demands  of  new  funding 
sources,  the  results  of  their  own  activities,  and  the  jurisdiction's  immediate  needs 
and  problems. 

Most  jurisdictions  select  15  to  25  years  as  the  long-term  horizon  for  the 
general  plan.  The  horizon  does  not  mark  an  end  point,  but  provides  a general 
context  in  which  to  make  shorter  term  decisions.  It  is  important  to  remember 
that  planning  is  a continuous  process.  The  general  plan  should  be  reviewed 
regularly  regardless  of  its  horizon,  and  revised  as  new  information  becomes 
available  and  as  community  needs  and  values  change.  Unless  it  is  periodically 
updated,  a plan  will  become  obsolete  in  the  face  of  community  change.  A general 
plan  based  upon  outdated  information  and  projections  is  not  a sound  basis  for  day- 
to-day  decision  making  and  may  be  legally  inadequate.  It  will  be  more  susceptible 
to  successful  legal  challenge. 

State  law  provides  that  each  mandatory  general  plan  element  may  be 
amended  as  often  as  four  times  per  year.  However,  except  for  the  housing 
element,  state  law  does  not  establish  a mandatory  time  schedule  for 
comprehensive  updates.  A jurisdiction  is  expected  to  make  changes  to  its  general 
plan  as  they  are  necessary.  As  a general  rule,  major  general  plan  revisions 
should  occur  at  least  every  four  to  five  years. 

The  City  does  not  have  a plan  to  review  Master  Plan  elements  on  a periodic 
basis.  For  example,  as  indicated  in  Table  2,  the  two  page  "element"  for  fire 
facilities  was  approved  in  1952  and  amended  in  1955.  This  element  is  obsolete  and 
inaccurate  in  that  it  does  not  reflect  either  the  current  location  of  fire  facilities,  or 
current  analysis,  conclusions,  and  recommendations  towards  improved  fire 
safety  for  the  City. 
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A review  of  the  Master  Plan  elements  listed  in  Table  2 shows  that  a 
significant  number  have  not  been  either  adopted  or  amended  within  the  past  five 
years.  However,  a recent  amendment  date  does  not  guarantee  that  an  element  is 
current.  For  example,  the  Urban  Design  element  lists  an  amendment  date  of 
March  24,  1988.  However,  the  effect  of  that  amendment  was  only  to  change  the 
guidelines  for  the  bulk  of  buildings  on  Van  Ness  Avenue.  Current  topics,  such  as 
the  requirements  of  Proposition  K (Sunlight  Ordinance)  or  guidelines  for  infill 
housing,  are  not  presented  in  the  Urban  Design  Element. 

We  believe  that  a review  of  many  of  these  elements  is  long  overdue.  We 
further  believe  that  the  Planning  Department  should  develop  a plan  for  periodic 
review  of  the  Master  Plan.  The  City  of  San  Jose  conducts  an  annual  review  and 
amendment  process  of  its  general  plan.  Appendix  B is  an  extract  of  its  review 
policy  statement. 

The  General  Ran  Should  Be  Internally  Consistent 

The  concept  of  internal  consistency,  as  used  in  California  Planning  Law, 
means  that  no  policy  conflicts  exist,  either  textual  or  diagrammatic,  between  the 
components  of  an  otherwise  complete  and  adequate  general  plan.  The  internal 
consistency  requirement  has  five  dimensions  of  paramount  importance  to  the 
structure  and  content  of  the  general  plan. 

1.  Equal  Status  Among  General  Plan  Elements. 

2.  Consistency  Among  the  Elements  (Inter-element  Consistency) 

3.  Consistency  Within  an  Element  (Intra-element  Consistency) 

4.  Area  Plan  Consistency 

5.  Text  and  Diagram  Consistency 

The  consistency  principle  requires  that  the  implications  of  changes  in  any 
master  plan  element,  as  they  relate  to  the  other  elements,  are  evaluated  and 
inconsistencies  are  resolved.  Some  of  the  City's  Master  Plan  elements  have  not 
been  revised  or  amended  for  many  years,  although  the  impact  of  changes  in  other 
elements  have  rendered  some  elements,  such  as  Community  Facilities,  obsolete. 

Specific  examples  of  inconsistencies  in  the  Master  Plan  are  as  follows: 

1.  The  Transportation  Element  on  page  1.4.22  refers  to  the  possibility  of 

depressing  all  or  a part  of  Van  Ness  Avenue  from  the  Central  Freeway  to 

Lombard  Street  in  order  to  separate  through  traffic  from  local  circulation. 

However,  the  Van  Ness  Plan  does  not  refer  to  this  subject. 

2.  The  Vehicle  Circulation  Plan  (Transportation  Element,  Map  4,  page 

1.4.23)  refers  the  reader  to  the  Guide  To  Thoroughfares  Plan  and  South 

Bayshore  Plan  for  criteria  for  State  Route  230.  However,  the  Guide  To 

Thoroughfares  Plan  does  not  exist  in  the  Master  Plan  and  the  South 
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Bayshore  Plan  refers  the  reader  back  to  the  Vehicle  Circulation  Plan  for 
criteria  for  State  Route  230. 

3.  The  Commerce  and  Industry  Element  contains  an  objective  to  "Realize 
San  Francisco's  Full  Maritime  Potential"  (Commerce  and  Industry 
Element,  page  1.2.15).  A total  of  eleven  policies  are  set  forth  to  provide 
guidance  toward  achieving  the  stated  objective.  Policy  numbers  four  and 
eleven  are  quoted  below: 

POLICY  4 

Avoid  actions  which  may  serve  to  displace  desired  existing  maritime 
uses. 

Historically,  maritime  activity  in  San  Francisco  was  principally 
located  along  the  Northern  Waterfront.  Expansion  of  office  uses 
within  the  Embarcadero  Center,  and  the  development  of  residential 
uses  in  the  Golden  Gateway  Project  have  resulted  in  increased 
pressure  on  maritime  uses  in  the  Northern  Waterfront  area.  This 
expansion  should  not  be  permitted  to  encroach  om  designated 
maritime  areas  as  long  as  maritime  use  remains  feasible. 

Available  waterfront  land  is  a limited  resource  and  maritime  activity 
remains  vital  to  the  City's  economy.  It  should  therefore  have  priority 
use  of  waterfront  lands  that  it  may  realistically  need  to  survive. 
Specifically,  piers  in  active  maritime  use  should  remain  so  unless  it 
can  be  clearly  established  that  the  maritime  use  can  be  relocated 
elsewhere  on  the  waterfront  and  the  area  put  to  a more  desirable  use. 

POLICY  11 

Pursue  permitted  non-maritime  development  on  port  properties. 

The  Port  of  San  Francisco  is  the  owner  of  more  land  along  the 
waterfront  than  is  likely  to  be  put  into  maritime  use.  Some  of  these 
properties,  primarily,  but  not  exclusively,  the  area  from  North  China 
Basin  to  Fisherman's  Wharf,  are  suitable  and  attractive  for 
residential,  commercial  or  recreational  uses. 

In  the  past,  non-maritime  development  on  port  properties, 
particularly  development  on  piers  over  the  water,  has  been  plagued 
by  community  disagreement  and  by  conflicting  plans  for  the  various 
public  entities  that  must  approve  non-maritime  development.  The 
"Plan  for  the  Northeastern  Waterfront,"  which  is  part  of  the  City’s 
Master  Plan,  was  developed  with  the  participation  of  diverse  interests 
in  the  waterfront  and  it  has  been  endorsed  by  the  Port  Commission. 

It  also  is  consistent  with  the  Bay  Conservation  and  Development 
Commission’s  Plan  for  the  San  Francisco  waterfront.  These  plans 
permit,  in  various  locations,  non-maritime  development  which  will 
not  usurp  or  conflict  with  maritime  development  and  which  will 


provide  substantial  revenues  to  the  Port  and  the  City  while  at  the 
same  time  contributing  to  the  environmental  quality  of  the  area. 
These  opportunities  should  be  vigorously  pursued  by  the  Port  or  some 
other  agency  on  behalf  of  the  Port  to  provide  needed  revenues  for 
development  of  the  Port’s  maritime  facilities. 

The  policies  overlap  to  a significant  degree  in  the  land  use  issues  they  purport  to 
provide  guidance  on,  yet  no  reference  is  made  in  either  to  the  other.  The  degree  of 
overlap  between  the  two  policies  makes  it  questionable  whether  both  policies  are 
required.  Further,  the  inclusion  of  policies  with  different  emphasis  on  the  same 
subject  tends  to  give  the  Master  Plan  the  appearance  of  being  a document  that  can 
be  used  to  support  or  to  oppose  a project  depending  on  the  current  desires  of  the 
decision  maker. 


Coptenlpf  the  Grereral  Pto 

State  law  provides  that  the  general  plan  must  address  seven  elements.  The 
City's  Master  Plan  includes  all  of  the  elements  as  indicated  in  Table  2 and  shown 
below  in  the  parenthesis.  The  elements  and  the  issues  each  embodies  are  briefly 
summarized  below: 

The  land  use  element  designates  the  general  distribution  and  intensity  of 
uses  of  the  land  for  housing,  business,  industry,  open  space,  education, 
public  buildings  and  grounds,  waste  disposal  facilities,  and  other 
categories  of  public  and  private  uses.  (Land  Use  Index) 

The  circulation  element  is  correlated  with  the  land  use  element  and 
identifies  the  general  location  and  extent  of  existing  and  proposed  major 
thoroughfares,  transportation  routes,  terminals,  and  other  local  public 
utilities  and  facilities.  (Transportation) 

The  housing  element  is  a comprehensive  assessment  of  current  and 
projected  housing  needs  for  all  segments  of  the  community  and  all 
economic  groups.  In  addition,  it  embodies  policy  for  providing  adequate 
housing  and  includes  action  programs  for  this  purpose.  (Residence) 

The  conservation  element  addresses  the  conservation,  development,  and 
use  of  natural  resources  including  water,  forests,  soils,  rivers,  and  mineral 
deposits.  (Conservation  Section) 

The  open-space  element  details  plans  and  measures  for  preserving  open 
space  for  natural  resources,  the  managed  production  of  resources,  outdoor 
recreation,  public  health  and  safety,  and  the  identification  of  agricultural 
land.  (Recreation  and  Open  Space) 

The  noise  element  identifies  and  appraises  noise  problems  within  the 
community  and  forms  the  basis  for  land  use  distribution.  (Transportation 
Noise  Section) 


The  safety  element  establishes  policies  and  programs  to  protect  the 
community  from  risks  associated  with  seismic,  geologic,  flood,  and  wildfire 
hazards.  (Community  Safety) 

The  current  Land  Use  Element  is  in  content  not  that  contemplated  by  the 
City  Charter  nor  the  State  Guidelines.  With  respect  to  the  Land  Use  Element,  the 
following  is  quoted  from  Charter  Section  3.524,  ’The  Master  Plan;  Scope  and 
Content,": 

"The  master  plan  shall  show  the  general  location,  character  and  extent  of 
existing  and  proposed  street  railway,  bus,  railroad,  air,  water,  and  other 
transportation  routes  and  terminals,  public  ways,  grounds,  and  open 
spaces,  and  the  general  location  of  major  buildings,  structures,  and 
facilities  constructed  thereon  or  proposed,  and  shall  include  a land-use 
plan  showing  the  proposed  general  distribution  and  the  general  location 
and  extent  of  housing,  business,  industry,  recreation,  education,  and  other 
categories  of  public  and  private  uses  of  land,  and  recommended  standards 
of  population  density  and  building  intensity,  with  estimates  of  population 
growth  and  a general  description  of  the  amount  and  general  classes  of 
industrial,  business  and  other  economic  activities  fpr  which  the 
commission  deems  that  space  should  be  supplied  within  the  territory 
covered  by  the  plan,  all  correlated  with  the  land-use  plan.  It  shall  include 
proposals  for  the  acquisition,  extension,  widening,  narrowing,  removal, 
relocation,  vacation,  abandonment,  sale,  or  change  in  the  use  of  any  of  the 
foregoing  public  ways,  routes,  grounds,  open  spaces,  buildings,  or 
structures." 

Until  very  recently,  the  Master  Plan  included  a Land  Use  Element  that  had 
been  adopted  in  1953  and  amended  in  1958.  In  general,  the  Land  Use  Element  met 
the  requirements  of  the  Charter  as  pertains  to  specifications  for  the  Element.  The 
Land  Use  Element  included  principles  for  land  use  in  the  City,  density  standards, 
principal  land  uses  in  each  part  of  the  City,  etc. 

As  shown  on  page  15,  the  Planning  Commission  adopted  on  December  17, 
1987  a "Land  Use  Index  which  replaced  the  Land  Use  Element."  This  index, 
rather  than  "showing  the  proposed  general  distribution  and  the  general  location 
and  extent  of  housing,  business,  industry,  recreation,  education  . . only  cross 
references  the  policies  related  to  land  use  located  throughout  the  Master  Plan. 
Such  a cross-reference  may  be  functional  for  some  users.  However,  we  think  that 
such  an  index  to  land  use  does  not  satisfy  the  requirements  of  the  Charter  nor  the 
need  for  a broad-based  policy  statement  on  land  use  for  the  City. 

Preposition  'M"  and  the  Master  Plan 

Regarding  the  Master  Plan  as  a whole,  the  voters  of  the  City  passed 
Proposition  M,  "Planning  Initiative,"  in  November,  1986.  Part  1 of  the 
Proposition,  "Master  Plan,"  is  quoted  as  it  pertains  to  the  amending  of  the  Master 
Plan  itself. 
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'Part  1 - Master  Plan 

It  is  ordained  by  the  people  of  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 
that  Part  II,  Chapter  II,  of  the  San  Francisco  Municipal  Code  (City 
Planning  Code)  is  hereby  amended  by  adding  section  101.1  as  follows: 

Section  101.1  Master  Plan  Consistency  and  Implementation 

(a)  The  Master  Plan  shall  be  an  integrated,  internally  consistent  and 
compatible  statement  of  policies  for  San  Francisco.  To  fulfill  this 
requirement,  after  extensive  public  participation  and  hearings,  the  City 
Planning  Commission  shall  in  one  action  amend  the  Master  Plan  by 
January  1, 1988." 

Because  Proposition  M was  actually  put  on  the  November  1986  ballot  at  the 
initiation  of  the  Board  of  Supervisors  and  the  Charter  prescribes  that  the  City 
Planning  Commission  has  authority  and  final  voice  on  Master  Plan 
amendments,  the  City  Attorney  has  held  that  the  particular  requirement  just 
quoted  is  without  legal  force. 

Notwithstanding  the  legal  point,  we  believe  that  an  "integrated,  internally 
consistent  and  compatible  statement  of  policies  for  San  Francisco”  is  needed  and 
that  the  City  Planning  Commission  should  amend  the  Master  Plan  after 
"extensive  public  participation  and  hearings".  Such  a process,  we  think,  would 
provide  a better  general  consensus  on  land  use  in  the  City. 

CONCLUSION 

The  Master  Plan  for  the  City’s  improvement  and  future  development 
should  be  more  comprehensive.  It  is  outdated  in  some  areas  and  does  not 
provide  sufficient  guidance  in  others.  In  addition,  the  Master  Plan  does  not 
include  an  overview  or  general  "Concept"  for  the  improvement  and  future 
development  of  the  City.  The  Master  Plan  should  be  systematically 
reviewed  and  updated. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

We  recommend  that  the  City  Planning  Commission: 

After  extensive  public  participation  and  hearings,  amend  the 
Master  Plan  so  that  it  shall  be  a more  up-to-date,  integrated, 
internally  consistent  and  compatible  statement  of  policies  for 
the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco. 

Publish  a general  "Concept"  of  the  Master  Plan. 

Adopt  a Land  Use  Element  that  meets  the  requirements  of 
Charter  Section  3.524. 
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Institute  an  annual  review  and  amendment  process  for 
updating  and  refining  the  policy  expressed  in  the  Master  Plan 
and  for  monitoring  and  evaluating  the  progress  of 
implementation  strategies  and  programs. 


gOSTS^ENEFTTS 

The  benefit  of  implementing  these  recommendations  would  be  to 
adopt  and  keep  current  a Master  Plan  for  the  City’s  improvement  and 
future  development  that  serves  the  purposes  of  bridging  the  gap  between 
community  values  and  actual  physical  conditions  and  which  "provides 
citizens  with  opportunities  to  participate  in  the  planning  and  decision 
making  processes  of  local  government."  Resources  for  developing  such  a 
Master  Plan  are  included  in  the  Departmental  staffing  recommended  in 
Section  8.1  of  this  audit  report. 


-21  - 


SECTION  2.2:  THE  PLANNING  CODE 


' 


THE  CITY'S  PLANNING  CODE  IS  A 
COMPREHENSIVE  AND  DETAILED  SET  OF 
RULES  FOR  GOVERNING  LAND  USES  IN 
THE  CITY.  HOWEVER,  DUE  TO  ITS 
COMPLEX  ORGANIZATION,  INADEQUATE 
INDEXING,  INSUFFICIENT  DEFINITION  OF 
TERMS,  EXTENSIVE  USE  OF  LEGAL  TERMS 
AND  PHRASES,  AND  THE  LACK  OF  AN 
ACCURATE  ZONING  MAP,  THE  PLANNING 
CODE  IS  NOT  EASILY  UNDERSTOOD  BY  THE 
GENERAL  PUBLIC  NOR  BY  THE 
DEPARTMENT'S  OWN  PLANNING  STAFF. 
BY  REVISING,  EDITING,  AND  UPDATING 
THE  DOCUMENT,  THE  CITY’S  PLANNING 
CODE  WOULD  BECOME  MUCH  MORE  USEFUL 
AND  READILY  UNDERSTOOD. 


The  City's  current  Planning  Code,  as  developed  by  the  Plans  and  Programs 
Division,  coordinated  with  the  City  Attorney,  and  adopted  by  the  Planning 
Commission,  was  published  early  in  calendar  year  1988  and  includes  Planning 
Code  changes  adopted  through  October  9,  1987  and  temporary  land  use  control 
changes  through  December  16,  1987.  As  specified  in  Article  1,  the  Code's  purpose 
is  to  "promote  and  protect  public  health,  safety,  peace,  morals,  comfort, 
convenience  and  general  welfare." 


In  practice,  the  Planning  Code  is  the  rule  book  for  land  use  in  the  City  and 
as  such  has  many  classes  of  users  for  all  types  of  land-use  projects,  large  and 
small,  to  include  land  developers,  land-use  consultants  and  lawyers,  and  owners 
of  dwellings.  The  titles  of  various  articles  provide  an  indication  of  the  range  of 
issues  the  Planning  Code  covers. 

Planning  Artfrlre 


Article  1 

General  Zoning  Provisions 

Article  1.2 

Dimensions,  Areas  and  Open  Spaces 

Article  1.5 

Off-Street  Parking  and  Loading 

Article  1.7 

Compliance 

Article  2 

Use  Districts 

Article  2.5 

Height  and  Bulk  Districts 

Article  3 

Zoning  Procedures 

Article  3.5 

Fees 

Article  4 

Zoning  Moratoriums 

Article  6 

Signs 

Article  7 

Neighborhood  Commercial  Districts 
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Article  8 Mixed  Use  Districts 

Article  10  Preservation  of  Historical,  Architectural  and  Aesthetic 
Landmarks 

Article  11  Preservation  of  Buildings  and  Districts  of  Architectural, 
Historical,  and  Aesthetic  Importance  in  the  C-3 

Districts 

Planning  Cptfe  ISSUES 

As  currently  written,  the  Planning  Code  is  an  abstruse,  convoluted 
document  that  only  a very  few  staff  members  (possibly  only  the  Zoning 
Administrator)  have  a real  command  of.  Although  currently  written  by  the  Plans 
and  Programs  Division,  it  is  the  rule  book  by  which  the  Implementation  Division 
passes  judgment  on  thousands  of  individual  projects.  The  Zoning  Administrator 
himself  has  stated  that  the  Planning  Code  needs  to  be  completely  edited  and 
rewritten  so  as  to  be  more  useable  by  staff  and  the  public. 

The  language  and  structure  of  the  Planning  Code  make  it  almost 
impossible  for  the  general  public  to  ensure  that  all  sections  of  the  Code  pertinent 
to  a given  project  are  located  or,  once  located,  that  they  really  understand  what  is 
required.  For  example: 

1.  The  Planning  Code  contains  legally-based  descriptions  and 
uncommon  words.  Some  sections  will  probably  remain 
difficult  to  understand  using  the  clearest  language  possible. 
Diagrams  or  charts  should  be  used  where  necessary  to  ensure 
understanding. 

2.  The  format,  numbering,  and  sub-numbering  system  used 
results  in  unnecessary  difficulty  in  locating  sections  or 
knowing  exactly  where  to  find  text  referred  to  elsewhere. 

3.  The  definition  section  is  insufficient.  There  are  many 
technical  terms  undefined. 

4.  The  entire  organization  of  the  Code  needs  to  be  restructured  to 
group  common  requirements  in  common  sections.  For 
example,  requirements  for  specific  topics,  such  as  those  for 
landscaping,  are  located  throughout  the  text.  They  should  be 
consolidated  wherever  possible. 

5.  The  Index  is  not  expansive  enough  to  permit  locating  topics 
without  intimate  familiarity  with  the  Code. 

6.  Development  of  Planning  Code  changes  should  stay  abreast  of 
community  needs,  especially  in  neighborhoods.  Current 
issues  in  this  category  are  height  and  bulk  limits  and  parking 
space  requirements. 
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7. 


Periodic  revisions  of  the  Code  should  be  issued  after  thorough 
analysis.  For  example  Section  226,  "Manufacturing  and 
Processing,"  contains  provisions  for  "stockyard,  livestock,  feed 
yard,  abattoir,"  but  nothing  on  radioactive  materials. 

According  to  Departmental  staff,  the  Planning  Code  assumed  its  overly 
complex  nature  as  a result  of  an  increase  in  the  number  of  control  measures 
required  to  regulate  land  use.  This  factor  was  complicated  by  the  Planning  Code 
being  written  by  a number  of  different  planners  and  City  Attorneys  each  with  a 
different  writing  style,  and  by  the  need  to  make  the  document  legally  defensible. 

The  City's  Zoning  Man 

The  current  zoning  map  was  published  in  June,  1979.  Map  changes 
reflecting  zoning  ordinance  amendments  were  issued  as  paste-on  changes  to  the 
zoning  maps  through  1984.  Since  then,  no  paste-on  changes  have  been  made 
available  to  the  public. 

As  stated  in  Section  105  of  the  Planning  Code,  the  Zoning  Map  of  the  City 
and  County  of  San  Francisco,  consisting  of  a series  of  numbered  sectional  maps, 
shows  the  designations,  locations,  and  boundaries  of  the  land  use  and  height  and 
bulk  districts  established  by  the  Planning  Code.  As  such,  the  zoning  map  has  a 
wide  variety  of  individual,  business,  and  governmental  users. 

Planning  Code  Section  106,  "Zoning  Map  Incorporated  Herein,"  specifies 
that  the  City's  Zoning  Map,"  the  original  of  which  is  on  file  with  the  Clerk  of  the 
Board  of  Supervisors  under  File  No.  4608,"  is  incorporated  into  the  Planning  Code 
as  though  fully  set  forth.  A check  of  File  No.  4608,  which  is  contained  in  two  boxes 
in  commercial  storage,  revealed  that  the  last  original  on  file  with  the  Board  of 
Supervisors  is  the  City's  1960  rezoning  which,  according  to  the  Zoning 
Administrator,  was  the  result  of  the  entire  City  being  rezoned.  The  meaning  of 
the  foregoing  is  that,  in  fact,  there  is  no  official  City  zoning  map  except  as  that 
which  would  be  reconstructed  by  taking  the  June,  1979,  zoning  map  as  the  start 
point  and  incorporating  every  zoning  ordinance  change  since  that  publication. 
The  Zoning  Administrator  states  that  such  a procedure  is,  in  fact,  to  be 
undertaken  in  the  near  future. 

Until  a current  and  accurate  zoning  map  is  published,  copies  of  the 
Planning  Code  purchased  by  the  public  and  others  will  not  contain  a zoning  map 
nor  will  there  be  on  file  with  the  Board  of  Supervisors  an  original  and  official 
zoning  map. 
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Related  Planning  Cofta  T«gnre 


In  addition  to  the  Planning  Code  issues  presented  above,  there  are  a 
number  of  Planning  Code  related  issues  that  should  be  recognized  and  acted  on. 

Planning  Code  Section  307,  "Other  Powers  and  Duties  of  the  Zoning 
Administrator,"  is  quoted  in  part  below: 


(a)  Rules,  Regulations  and  Interpretations.  The  Zoning 
Administrator  shall,  consistent  with  the  expressed  standards, 
purposes  and  intent  of  this  Code  and  pursuant  to  its  objectives,  issue 
and  adopt  such  rules,  regulations  and  interpretations  as  are  in  the 
Zoning  Administrator's  opinion  necessary  to  administer  and  enforce 
the  provisions  of  this  Code.  Such  rules  and  regulations,  and  any 
such  interpretations  that  will  be  of  general  application  in  future 
cases,  shall  be  made  a part  of  the  permanent  public  records  of  the 
Department  of  City  Planning.  The  Zoning  Administrator  shall 
respond  to  all  written  requests  for  determinations  regarding  the 
classification  of  uses  and  the  interpretation  and  applicability  of  tne 
provisions  of  this  Code. 

The  mechanism  developed  by  the  Department  for  issuing  and  adopting 
"such  rules,  regulations  and  interpretations  as  are  in  the  Zoning  Administrator's 
opinion  necessary  to  administer  and  enforce  the  provisions  of  this  Code,"  is  to 
publish  Zoning  Bulletins  providing  such  interpretations.  Of  the  many  hundreds 
of  Code  interpretations  made,  between  July,  1964  and  June,  1986,  no  Zoning 
Bulletins  were  published.  A total  of  only  four  Zoning  Bulletins  have  been 
published  since  July,  1986. 

Other  Planning  Code  related  issues  that  should  be  acted  upon  to  improve 
the  implementation  of  the  Planning  Code  are  fisted  below: 

_ Existing  Planning  Code  tenets  should  be  formally  assessed  to 
determine  if  they  are  achieving  the  desired  effect. 

A procedure  whereby  Code  changes  may  be  proposed  by  the  public  and 
receive  thorough  examination  should  be  instituted. 

_ The  implications  of  proposed  Planning  Code  amendments  on  staffing 
requirements  should  be  assessed  for  all  such  proposed  amendments. 
There  is  little  justification  for  imposing  additional  controls  or 
changing  planning  procedures  if  staff  is  not  available  to  implement 
them. 
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_ Changes  in  the  Planning  Code  are  not  always  explained  to  the 
Implementation  Division  staff.  Reportedly,  a good  example  of  how  the 
implications  of  new  legislation  should  be  explained  to  staff  is  that 
which  was  done  for  the  Neighborhood  Commercial  Reporting  study 
and  legislation.  The  manager  who  oversaw  that  effort  explained  the 
provisions  of  the  legislation  and  the  desired  results  in  detail  to  the 
Implementation  Division  staff.  To  ensure  that  Planning  Code 
revisions  and  changes  are  workable  and  efficient,  the  Director  of 
Planning  should  consider  transferring  responsibility  for  authorship  of 
the  Planning  Code  from  the  Plans  and  Programs  Division  to  the 
Implementation  Division. 

_ The  public  would  be  greatly  helped  by  having  available  a list  of  relevant 
Planning  Code  requirements  by  specific  districts,  for  example,  RH- 
1(D).  Such  a list  would  obviate  the  need  for  searching  the  entire  Code 
for  applicable  provisions. 

CONCLUSION 

The  Planning  Code  as  it  currently  exists  is  difficult  to  understand  by 
both  City  Planning  staff  and  the  general  public.  An  accurate  zoning  map 
does  not  exist  for  public  dissemination.  There  are  numerous  technical 
improvements  required  to  make  the  Code  function  as  an  effective  set  of 
regulations  for  land  use  in  the  City. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

We  recommend  that  the  Department  of  City  Planning  develop  and  the 
City  Planning  Commission  adopt: 

A Planning  Code  that  incorporates  the  following: 

A well-thought-out  structure  wherein  like  requirements 

are  grouped  in  common  sections. 

The  use  of  simple  language  wherever  possible. 

A comprehensive  definition  section. 

An  expanded  index. 

Increased  use  of  diagrams  and  charts  to  make  the  Code 

more  understandable. 

Current  and  accurate  zoning  maps. 

A format  and  numbering  system  that  facilitates  locating 

referenced  information. 

Elimination  of  obsolete  requirements. 
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Regulations  that  reflect  community  needs,  especially 
with  respect  to  height  and  bulk  limits  and  parking  space 
requirements. 

We  recommend  that  the  Director  of  Planning: 

— Implement  a system  for  processing  Planning  Code 
changes  proposed  by  the  public. 

Consider  assigning  responsibility  for  authorship  of  the 
Planning  Code  to  the  Implementation  Division. 

Insure  that  Zoning  Bulletins  on  issues  of  interest  to  the 
public  are  published  and  disseminated. 

Direct  the  development  and  distribution  of  a listing  of 
relevant  Zoning  Planning  Code  requirements  by  specific 
zoning  districts. 

Implement  a process  for  formally  assessing  and 
presenting  to  the  Planning  Commission  any  additional 
staffing  that  might  be  needed  as  a result  of  proposed 
amendments  to  the  Planning  Code. 


COSTS/BENEFITS 

The  benefits  of  implementing  these  recommendations  are  as  follows: 

A Planning  Code  that  is  useable  by  the  public  and  useful  to 
planners. 

The  availability  of  Zoning  Bulletins  to  assist  Departmental 
planners  and  the  public  to  interpret  the  Planning  Code. 

Perform  the  public  service  of  making  available  lists  of 
Planning  Code  requirements  by  specific  district. 

The  institution  of  a process  for  reviewing  Planning  Code 
changes  proposed  by  the  public. 

An  assessment  of  the  implications  of  Planning  Code 
amendments  on  staffing  requirements  prior  to  enacting  such 
amendments. 

Resources  for  implementing  these  recommendations  are  included  in 
the  Departmental  staffing  recommended  in  Section  8.1  of  this  audit 
report. 
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SECTION  2.3:  CAPITAL  IMPROVEMENTS 


THE  CITY’S  MASTER  PLAN  DOES  NOT 
INCLUDE  SUFFICIENT  PROJECT 
DESCRIPTION  OR  DETAIL  REGARDING 
INFRASTRUCTURE  NEEDS  AND  THE  CITY’S 
CAPITAL  IMPROVEMENT  PROGRAM  DOES 
NOT  ADEQUATELY  REFLECT  THE 
INFRASTRUCTURE  NEEDS  WHICH  ARE 
INCLUDED  IN  THE  MASTER  PLAN.  BY  FULLY 
INCORPORATING  INFRASTRUCTURE  NEEDS 
INTO  THE  MASTER  PLAN  AND  THE  CAPITAL 
IMPROVEMENT  PLAN,  A COMPLETE 
DISCLOSURE  CAN  BE  MADE  OF  THE  CITY’S 
INFRASTRUCTURE  NEEDS  AND  RELATED 
COSTS,  WHICH  THE  CITY'S  CAPITAL 
IMPROVEMENT  ADVISORY  COMMITTEE  HAS  * 

ESTIMATED  AT  $1.2  BILLION. 

Needs 

The  Administrative  Code  (Sections  3.05  to  3.014)  defines  the  role  of  the 
Capital  Improvement  Advisory  Committee  (CLAC).  The  CIAC  includes  the  Chief 
Administrative  Officer  (Chairman),  the  Controller,  the  Director  of  Public  Works, 
the  Director  of  Planning,  the  General  Manager  of  Utilities  the  General  Manager 
of  the  Recreation  and  Park  Department,  the  Director  of  Airports,  the  Director  of 
Public  Health,  and  the  Port  Director.  The  CIAC  reviews  the  City's  proposed 
Capital  Budget,  as  consolidated  and  presented  by  the  Planning  Department.  The 
CIAC  then  makes  recommendations  to  the  Mayor  and  Board  of  Supervisors 
which  can  approve,  increase,  decrease  or  amend  the  CLAC's  recommendations. 

In  November  1985,  the  CIAC  issued  an  advisory  report  concerning  the  need 
to  rebuild  the  City's  infrastructure,  including,  but  not  limited  to,  buildings, 
structures,  roads,  bridges,  water  and  sewer  lines,  piers,  runways,  etc.1  The 
report  included  a general  analysis  of  the  condition  of  the  City's  infrastructure,  the 
estimated  cost  to  replace  the  existing,  worn  out  infrastructure,  the  lack  of 
available  funding  and  suggested  funding  alternatives  to  alleviate  the  deficiency. 
The  infrastructure  report  issued  by  the  CIAC  was  unique  in  that  there  were  no 
previous  reports  regarding  the  City’s  infrastructure  nor  have  there  been  any 
reports  since. 


1 A Study  of  the  Infrastructure  of  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco, 
Capital  Improvement  Advisory  Committee  (CIAC),  November  20,  1985. 
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The  City  should  have  regular  reports  concerning  the  state  of  its 
infrastructure,  in  order  to  provide  information  for  better  planning  concerning 
infrastructure  and  related  financial  requirements.  Currently,  accurate 
information  is  not  readily  available  because  personnel  are  not  assigned  to  gather 
and  analyze  data  and  issue  reports  concerning  the  City's  infrastructure.  If 
infrastructure  status  reports  were  issued  on  a regular  schedule  by  the  CIAC,  the 
accuracy  of  the  information  in  the  reports  would  improve  and  the  planning  for 
maintenance  and  renewal  of  the  City's  infrastructure  could  also  improve.  In 
April,  1987,  the  Board  of  Supervisors  approved  amendments  to  the  Administrative 
Code  that  established  the  goal  of  the  issuance  of  periodic  reports  by  the  CIAC  to 
the  Mayor  and  the  Board  of  Supervisors  concerning  the  status  of  the  City's  capital 
assets  (File  97-87-15).  We  believe  that  these  periodic  reports  should  be  issued 
annually. 

As  indicated  in  the  CIAC  report,  the  infrastructure  renewal  and 
replacement  needs  are  City- wide.  In  general,  the  infrastructure  which  is  in  good 
condition  includes  facilities  and  structures  financed  from  non-General  Fund 
monies;  the  infrastructure  in  poor  condition  includes  facilities  and  structures 
which  are  assets  of  the  General  Fund.  Some  of  the  infrastructure,  such  as  the 
Hetch  Hetchy  water  and  power  system  and  the  Airport  are  generally  in  good 
condition.  However,  other  areas  such  as  buildings,  streets  arid  some  piers 
require  extensive  work.  Although  the  City  has  spent  more  than  $100  million  per 
year  for  the  past  five  years  on  infrastructure  needs  (capital  maintenance, 
replacement  and  new  facilities),  the  CIAC  advises  that  at  least  $50  million  more 
per  year  is  required  to  keep  the  City’s  infrastructure  in  good  condition  and  more 
than  $1.1  billion  is  required  to  replace  impaired  (damaged,  deficient  or  unusable) 
infrastructure  or  to  eliminate  seismic,  asbestos  and  other  hazards.  More  than 
half  of  these  needs  represent  General  Fhnd  costs. 

The  estimates  of  cost  made  by  the  CIAC  are  admittedly  imprecise  because 
the  City’s  existing  financial  system  does  not  produce  cost  accounting  reports  on 
infrastructure  assets.  In  order  to  improve  the  estimates,  the  CIAC  would  have 
had  to  identify,  analyze  and  merge  information  from  many  documents  and 
reports.  The  CIAC's  1985  report  is  a summary  of  infrastructure  needs  developed 
from  analyses  that  were  prepared  by  a number  of  City  departments,  most  notably 
Public  Works,  Recreation  and  Park  and  the  Public  Utilities  Commission. 
However,  at  the  time  the  report  was  prepared  in  1985,  detailed  engineering 
evaluations  of  the  infrastructure,  replacement  costs,  etc.  were  not  readily 
available.  In  addition,  data  concerning  appropriations  were  not  readily  available. 
Though  still  deficient,  data  are  now  available  that  would  improve  the  estimates 
made  in  1985.  The  Chief  Administrative  Officer,  his  staff,  and  the  CIAC  are 
developing  a Capital  Assets  Management  System  that  will  provide  detailed 
infrastructure  information  and  this  system  is  projected  to  be  partially  operational 
in  the  spring  of  1989.  Therefore,  if  more  detailed  information  on  infrastructure 
were  required  regarding  the  needs  of  a specific  area  of  the  City  (i.e.  South 
Bayshore  or  South  of  Market)  or  of  City-wide  needs  for  a specific  use  (i.e.  Parks  or 
Sewers),  the  information  could  be  developed  by  the  appropriate  departmental  staff. 
Thus,  detailed  infrastructure  requirements  and  plans  and  related  timetables  and 
budget  could  be  developed,  if  requested,  and  could  be  included  in  the  various 
elements  of  the  City's  Master  Plan  and/or  the  Capital  Improvement  Program. 
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Master  Plan  Elements 


The  City's  Master  Plan  governs  the  type  and  amount  of  development  in  the 
City.  The  Planning  Department  develops  area  plans,  which  are  included  in  the 
Master  Plan,  to  provide  more  precise  guidelines  regarding  the  development  of 
specific  areas  of  the  City.  Included  in  these  area  plans  are  general  descriptions  of 
some,  but  not  all,  infrastructure  needs.  However,  the  area  plans  do  not  include 
many  types  of  infrastructure  and  do  not  provide  cost  estimates  for  needed 
infrastructure  improvements.  The  planning  process  is  enhanced  when  the 
Master  Plan  and  area  plans  show  the  relationship  and  interdependency  of 
infrastructure  and  public  or  private  development  in  order  to  evaluate 
responsibility,  costs,  and  funding  alternatives.  The  deficiencies  vary  from  area 
plan  to  area  plan. 

Our  analysis  of  the  current  Master  Plan  indicates  that  it  has  a number  of 
weaknesses.  With  respect  to  capital  improvements,  the  major  weakness  is  that 
the  infrastructure  goals  discussed  in  the  Master  Plan  are  taken  as  individual 
items  (facilities,  transportation,  energy,  safety)  rather  than  as  an  element,  with 
supporting  subelements,  and,  some  infrastructure  needs,  such  as  utilities,  are 
not  mentioned  at  all.  In  addition,  as  discussed  in  Section  2.1  many  of  the  existing 
Master  Plan  elements  relevant  to  capital  improvements  are  out  of  date  and  should 
be  reviewed  and  amended  to  reflect  the  changes  that  have  actually  occurred,  and 
to  aid  in  planning  for  the  future.  For  example,  the  Police  Facilities  element  was 
last  amended  in  1974  and  Fire  Facilities  in  1955. 

Charter  Section  3.524,  requires  the  Master  Plan  to  show  the  general 
location,  character  and  extent  of  existing  infrastructure  and  proposed 
infrastructure  needs  such  as  street  railways,  bus,  railroad,  air,  water  and  other 
transportation  routes  and  terminals,  public  ways,  grounds,  open  space  and  major 
buildings,  structures  and  facilities.  The  infrastructure  report  issued  by  the  CIAC 
in  1985  has  many  similarities  to  a specific  need  plan  (element  or  area  plan)  and 
this  report  by  the  CIAC,  with  an  amended  format,  and  including  appropriate 
maps  and  other  details,  could  be  made  a part  of  the  Master  Plan.  Relevant 
portions  of  this  plan  could  then  be  incorporated  in  specific  area  plans.  These 
specified  infrastructure  needs  could  aid  in  the  City’s  overall  planning  process. 
(See  Section  2.1  for  additional  recommendations  regarding  infrastructure  issues 
in  the  Master  Plan.) 

Capital  Improvement  Program 

The  Planning  Department  also  develops  the  City's  Capital  Improvement 
Program  (CIP)  every  year.  The  CIP  is  a six-year  plan  for  proposed  capital 
improvements  and  includes  proposed  funding  sources.  However,  the  CIP  does 
not  include  projects  related  to  infrastructure  needs  such  as  new  roads,  sewer 
lines,  etc.  grouped  on  a systematic  basis  by  geographic  area  as  in  the  area  plans. 
Instead,  infrastructure  projects  are  viewed  as  single  projects,  unrelated  to  an 
overall  scheme. 
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Charter  Section  6.202  requires  each  officer,  board  and  commission  to 
annually  file  with  the  Department  of  City  Planning  a schedule  of  proposed  capital 
improvements  for  the  coming  fiscal  year  for  inclusion  in  the  City's  budget.  The 
Charter  also  requires  a schedule  for  capital  improvements  for  the  subsequent  five 
years  for  a total  of  six  years.  The  Charter  and  Administrative  Code  place  the 
responsibility  for  review  and  recommendation  of  the  CIP  with  the  Department  of 
City  Planning  and  the  CIAC  and  for  the  subsequent  approval  of  the  CEP  with  the 
Mayor  and  Board  of  Supervisors.  The  Planning  Department  submits  the  proposed 
capital  improvement  plans  to  the  Planning  Commission  for  review  and  approval. 
There  is  no  requirement  for  public  hearings,  and  none  are  held. 

The  plans  submitted  to  the  Department  of  City  Planning  are  prepared  on  a 
facility  by  facility  or  need  by  need  basis.  There  is  no  overall  City-wide  plan  or 
strategy  followed.  Thus,  one  area  of  the  City  can  have  extensive  development 
without  needed  infrastructure  improvements  constructed  concurrently  and  in 
another  part  of  the  City,  infrastructure  improvements  may  occur  even  though 
there  is  no  development  planned  which  would  require  these  improvements  at  that 
time.  However,  infrastructure  projects  do  not  proceed  until  the  appropriate  City 
staff  have  reviewed  the  proposed  infrastructure  project  with  public  and  private 
utility  firms  in  order  that  public  and  private  projects  occur  in  a proper  sequence 
(i.e.  sewer  repairs  or  replacement  occur  before  a road  is  paved). 

If  the  City  were  to  develop  an  infrastructure  element  to  the  Master  Plan, 
and  if  all  infrastructure  needs  were  included  in  Area  Plans,  the  CEP  budget  could 
be  prepared  in  conjunction  with  the  infrastructure  element  for  more  orderly, 
planned  capital  improvement  construction.  Such  an  orderly  process  would  save 
the  City  money  in  the  long  term  because  the  City  could  "focus"  the  funding  of 
projects,  developers  could  coordinate  their  projects  with  City  projects  and  there 
would  be  a decrease  in  catastrophic  infrastructure  failures,  because  deteriorating 
infrastructure  would  generally  be  repaired  or  replaced  before  failure.  This  would 
enable  the  City  to  provide  higher  quality  services  with  fewer  disruptions.  Some 
examples  of  catastrophic  failures  which  might  have  been  prevented  with  better 
planning  are  the  following: 

• In  the  late  1970's  and  early  1980's  maintenance  of  and  replacement  of 
the  Municipal  Railway's  (MUNI)  buses  was  decreased  such  that  the 
MUNI  was  forced  to  rent  buses  from  another  transit  system  in  order  to 
meet  route  requirements.  The  MUNI  now  replaces  its  revenue 
vehicles  on  a planned  basis  and  the  maintenance  effort  is  very  much 
improved. 

• The  Cable  Car  system  deteriorated  such  that  the  whole  system  had  to 
be  shut  down  for  20  months  and  rebuilt  at  a cost  of  more  than  $58 
million.  Although  some  of  the  work  required  could  be  attributed  to 
normal  maintenance  needs,  the  rebuilding  project  was  required 
because  capital  maintenance  had  generally  been  deferred. 


-31  - 


• The  City  did  not  build  sewage  treatment  facilities  and  transports  in  a 
timely  manner,  thereby  requiring  a massive  program  to  meet  federal 
and  State  water  quality  standards.  The  City  is  now  constructing  this 
system.  In  the  next  five  years,  the  Public  Works  Department  plans  to 
spend  approximately  $365  million  on  sewer  system  improvements. 


• Many  of  the  piers  at  the  Port  of  San  Francisco  have  deteriorated  to  the 
state  that  they  are  no  longer  useable  as  piers.  These  piers  require 
complete  rebuilding  or  must  be  removed  and  the  space  dedicated  to  an 
alternative  use. 

While  these  failures  cannot  be  attributed  directly  to  weaknesses  in  the 
City’s  Master  Plan,  a Master  Plan  that  emphasized  a commitment  to  good 
infrastructure  would  set  the  tone  for  good  planning  for  infrastructure  repair  and 
replacement.  For  example,  the  Master  Plan  could  state  that  maintenance  of  the 
existing  capital  assets  of  the  City  would  be  at  a level  adequate  to  provide  for  the 
effective  delivery  of  public  services  for  which  they  were  designed. 

Fiscal  Issues 

The  CIP  is  currently  hampered  by  a lack  of  funding.  Even  if  the  City  were 
to  develop  an  integrated  plan  for  development,  capital/maintenance 
improvements  and  new  capital  improvements,  the  current  sources  of  financing 
are  inadequate  unless  other,  currently  funded  programs  and  projects  are 
defunded.  Much  of  the  federal  and  State  funding  for  capital  facilities  has  been 
decreased  or  eliminated.  Thus,  the  local  governments  have  had  to  become  more 
self-reliant  to  raise  the  money  required  for  infrastructure  maintenance  and/or 
improvements.  For  example,  the  CIAC  report  estimates  that  the  City  should  be 
spending  at  least  $50  million  more  per  year  for  capital  improvements  and  that 
$627  million  to  $1,162  billion  is  required  to  remedy  the  existing  impairment  of  the 
City's  General  Fund  financed  infrastructure.2  Table  3 shows  the  CIAC 
recommendations  on  the  sources  of  funding  for  the  estimated  $1,162  billion: 


2 Ibid. 
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Table  3 


Projected  Funding  Sources  of  the 
City's  $L162  Billion  Infrastructure 
Capital  Improvement  Needs 


Capital  Amount  CIAC  Recommended 

Improvement  Needs  (in  millions)  Funding  Source 


Safety  and  Health 

Buildings 

Streets 

Enterprise  Groups 
Total 


$ 327*  'General  Obligation  Bonds 
300  * Sales  and  Business  Taxes 

118  **  Sales  and  Business  Taxes 

417  **  User  Fees 

$1,162 


* General  Fund 
**Other  Funds 

Even  though  the  City  has  been  spending  substantial  monies  to  renew  its 
infrastructure,  most  of  the  spending  has  been  from  restricted  funds  (Airport, 
Sewer,  Port)  while  the  General  Fund  portion  has  decreased.  Thus,  projects 
which  are  financed  by  a special  fund  get  completed  and  other  projects,  which 
depend  on  financing  from  General  Fund  monies,  are  delayed.  In  addition, 
Proposition  13  and  the  City’s  Gann  Revenue  Limit  have  further  limited  the  City’s 
ability  to  raise  revenues,  especially  for  the  General  Fund. 


The  City's  voters  recently  authorized  the  issuance  of  debt  totaling  $99 
million  in  general  obligation  bonds  to  improve  the  City's  infrastructure.  (Note 
that  this  $99  million  is  less  than  8.3  percent  of  the  $1,2  billion  identified  by  the 
CIAC.)  This  was  the  City's  second  authorization  of  general  obligation  bonds  since 
the  approval  of  Proposition  13  in  1978.  The  first  sale  was  in  1987  for  $31  million  of 
Fire  Department  bonds  which  were  a portion  of  $46.2  million  in  bonds  approved  by 
the  voters  in  November  1986.  In  July  1988,  the  City  sold  $41  million  of  the  $99 
million  authorized,  as  indicated  in  Table  4 below. 


Table  4 


Amount  of  General  Obligation  Bonds  Authorized,  Sold  and 
Remaining  for  Capital  Improvements 


(Pollers. in  Millions) 


Description 

Authorized 

Sold 

Remgtimng 

Street  Improvements 

$27.0 

$15.0 

$12.0 

Police  Improvements 

28.0 

1L0 

17.0 

Recreation  and  Parks 

26.0 

3.0 

23.0 

Public  Health 

18.0 

12.0 

6.0 

Total 

$99.0 

$4L0 

$58.0 

-33 


A review  of  the  proposed  Street  Improvements  Projects,  to  be  funded  by  the 
$15  million  in  bonds  sold,  shows  the  following: 

Even  though  the  proposed  projects  were  recommended  by  the  CIAC, 
the  projects  were  selected  according  to  the  Department  of  Public  Works 
Pavement  Management  Systems  (PMS)  or  from  DPW  staff  analysis 
and  inspection  and  not  necessarily  by  how  the  proposed  projects  fit  into 
the  Master  Plan  or  Area  Plans.  The  PMS  reviews  and  evaluates  each 
section  of  street  as  an  individual  item,  taking  into  consideration  the 
pavement  condition,  traffic,  etc.  which  is  appropriate.  However, 
Master  Plan  priorities  should  also  be  considered. 

The  DPW  estimates  that  the  City  currently  has  a backlog  of  $84.7 
million  in  street  renovation  needs,  caused  by  deferred  maintenance 
and  that  the  City  should  spend  $13.7  million  annually  in  order  to 
prevent  the  backlog  from  increasing.  Of  the  $15  million  in  Street 
Improvement  Bonds  sold,  approximately  $10  million  is  proposed  to  be 
spent  for  street  renovation  (rebuilding  or  paving)  projects.  This  $10 
million  will  "work  off'  less  than  nine  months  of  backlog  ($10/$13.7  = 8.8 
months).  * 

The  funding  shortfall  for  street  renovation  projects  is  typical  of  the  funding 
deficiencies  found  in  the  remainder  of  the  City's  infrastructure.  In  its  report  on 
the  City's  infrastructure,  the  CIAC  estimated  that  the  City's  buildings  require 
repairs  and  improvements  costing  more  than  $500  million  dollars.  The  bond 
issues  approved  by  the  voters  authorize  spending  of  $72  million  for  structures. 
This  $72  million  is  only  a fraction  of  what  is  required  to  keep  City  buildings 
structurally  sound  and  to  remove  seismic  and  asbestos  related  impairments. 

The  City's  General  Fund  monies  are  limited  and  alternative  sources  such 
as  the  Gas  Tax  are  either  committed  for  operations  expenses  or 
capital/maintenance  improvements  such  as  paving  streets.  Additional  potential 
funding  sources  often  cannot  be  used  because  these  funds  are  similarly  restricted 
in  their  use  (such  as  sewer  service  charge  revenues  or  Open  Space  Fund  monies). 
Projects  which  could  be  funded  by  the  General  Fund  often  cannot  be  completed 
because  the  City  must  have  a balanced  General  Fund  budget  and  additional 
General  Fund  revenues  cannot  be  raised  because  of  the  City's  Gann  Limit.  Thus, 
City  personnel  involved  with  capital  improvements  are  reluctant  to  propose 
projects  (and  the  related  funding  required)  when  there  is  no  apparent  source  of 
revenue  available. 

Of  the  $1,162  billion  in  capital  improvement  needs  identified  by  the  CIAC, 
the  CIAC  recommends  that  $627  million  could  be  funded  by  the  General  Fund 
through  bond  proceeds  ($327  million)  and  tax  increases  of  $300  million.  They 
further  recommend  tax  increases  of  $118  million  for  repairs  to  streets  (See  Table 
3).  We  concur  that,  based  on  available  information,  the  dollar  estimates  of 
impairment  are  reasonable  and  that  funding  through  taxes  or  grants  for  this 
portion  of  repairs  ($627  million  plus  $118  million  for  a total  of  $745  million)  is 
reasonable.  The  timing,  types  of  taxes  and  amounts  from  each  source  would  be  a 
policy  decision  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors. 


-34- 


The  CIAC  also  recommends  increases  in  user  fees  to  fund  the  other  $417 
million  in  impairment.  While  some  increase  in  fees  may  be  possible,  competition, 
laws  and  other  circumstances  decrease  the  possibilities  of  increased  user  fees 
being  enacted.  Alternatives  include  more  bond  sales  or  further  tax  increases. 

The  City’s  current  situation  - lack  of  coordinated  planning  and  lack  of 
funds,  will  continue  unless  staff  and  elected  officials  propose  plans  and  commit 
the  monies  necessary  to  maintain  and  develop  the  City's  infrastructure  on  a 
systematic  basis.  The  CIAC  has  proposed  issuing  more  general  obligation  and 
revenue  bonds  and  increasing  taxes  and  user  fees  to  fund  the  City's 
infrastructure  needs.  The  alternatives  proposed  by  the  CIAC  require  a sense  of 
purpose  for  change  and  improvement.  Without  such  a change,  however,  the 
City's  infrastructure  will  continue  to  deteriorate,  until  small  problems  become 
large,  expensive  emergencies. 

CONCLUSION 

The  City  does  not  have  an  orderly  systematic  method  to  develop  and 
maintain  the  City's  infrastructure.  As  a consequence,  needed  capital 
maintenance  and  new  construction  often  are  deferred. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

We  recommend  that  the  Planning  Commission: 

Adopt  a City-wide  plan  for  infrastructure  needs  similar  to  a 
Master  Plan  element. 

Incorporate  infrastructure  needs  in  Area  Plans,  including  the 
linking  of  specific  infrastructure  needs  to  appropriate 
development  of  projects. 

Include  infrastructure  needs  in  the  Capital  Improvement 
Program  budgeting  process.  Integration  of  infrastructure  needs 
would  be  generally  based  on  three  criteria: 

Construction/replacement  based  upon  City-wide 
requirements  (health,  safety,  structural  integrity,  etc.) 

Construction/replacement  to  coincide  with  area 
development  by  the  City  and/or  private  firms. 

Mandates  by  State  or  federal  authorities. 

Hold  public  hearings  on  the  proposed  Capital  Improvement 
Program  budget. 
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We  recommend  that  the  CIAC: 


Prepare  an  annual  report  regarding  the  state  of  the  City's 
infrastructure  including  a strategy  for  infrastructure 
renovation  consistent  with  the  City's  Master  Plan  and  Area 
Plans. 


COSTS/BENEFTTS 

Implementation  of  these  recommendations  would  result  in  the 
identification  and  coordination  of  the  capital  infrastructure  needs  of  the 
City  with  the  planned  replacement,  maintenance  programs  and 
construction  of  new  capital  facilities.  Implementation  might  result  in  an 
offsetting  decrease  in  deferred  capital  improvement  costs,  reduction  in 
annual  maintenance  costs,  catastrophic  failures  and  emergency  funding 
needs,  and  improved  system  reliability.  Resources  for  developing  such 
Master  Plan  and  annual  reports  are  included  in  the  Departmental  staffing 
recommended  in  Section  8.1  of  this  audit  report. 
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SECTION  2.4:  PLANNING  INFORMATION  DATABASE 


A PLANNING  INFORMATION  DATABASE 
CONTAINING  LAND  USE  INFORMATION, 
CENSUS  DATA,  HOUSING  INFORMATION, 
ECONOMIC  DATA,  SOCIAL  DATA,  AND 
INDEPENDENT  SURVEYS  AND  STUDIES 
WOULD  ENHANCE  THE  PRODUCTIVITY  OF 
THE  DEPARTMENT'S  PLANNERS,  REDUCE 
STAFF  TIME  USED  ON  REDUNDANT  DATA 
COLLECTION  EFFORTS  AND  IMPROVE  THE 
ACCURACY  AND  TIMELINESS  OF 
RESPONSES  TO  PLANNING  INQUIRIES.  BY 
IDENTIFYING  THE  INFORMATION  NEEDS  OF 
A DATABASE  PLANNING  INFORMATION 
SYSTEM,  DATA  COLLECTED  AND  STORED 
IN  RESPONSE  TO  THE  REQUIREMENTS  OF 
VARIOUS  PLANS  AND  STUDIES  CAN  BE 
COLLECTED  AND  STORED  IN  A MANNER 
THAT  WILL  FACILITATE  DEVELOPMENT  OF 
A TOTAL  PLANNING  INFORMATION 
SYSTEM. 


The  Department  of  City  Planning  is  in  need  of  a comprehensive  planning 
information  system.  For  a planning  organization,  information  is  by  far  the 
organization’s  most  vital  resource.  The  development  and  continued  update  of  the 
required  system  would  enhance  the  Department's  output  both  quantitatively  and 
qualitatively.  Recent  rezoning  studies,  such  as  the  Downtown  Plan  and 
Chinatown  could  have  been  accomplished  in  much  less  time  and  with  far  fewer 
contractor  and  Department  staff  hours  expended  on  collecting  land  use 
information. 


The  Need  to  Develop  a Departmental  Data  Information  Base 

The  need  for  an  information  base  has  been  recognized  by  Department 
management  for  a number  of  years.  The  following  quotation  is  taken  from  a 
December  9,  1975  memorandum  from  the  current  Director  of  Planning  to  the  City 
Planning  Commission. 

"A  sound  and  growing  base  of  information  is  essential  to  a good 
planning  agency.  The  alternatives  presented  and  the  proposals  advocated 
in  planning  are  usually  no  better  than  the  information  on  which  they  rest. 
Yet  with  all  the  everyday  demands  upon  an  agency  it  is  always  difficult  to 
give  the  long-range  information  base  as  much  attention  as  it  deserves. 
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The  information  that  is  maintained  should  be  readily  accessible  and 
pertinent  at  the  time  it  is  needed;  it  should  also  have  continuity  over  time 
and  be  integrated  and  consistent  throughout  the  agency.  Both  the  need  for 
information  and  the  problem  of  integration  can  become  more  critical  as  the 
demands  for  the  agency's  services  increase. 

For  all  these  reasons,  the  Department  of  City  Planning  work 
program  since  last  June  has  recognized  "Information  Base"  as  a separate 
category  and  has  included  a number  of  items  under  that  heading.  The 
information  base  category  is  regarded  as  the  first  portion  of  the  entire 
planning-development  process." 

That  "Information  Base"  has  yet  to  be  established. 

The  Department  is  authorized  an  Urban  Systems  Analyst  position  to  plan 
for  and  oversee  the  collection,  analysis,  and  dissemination  of  various  kinds  of 
planning  information,  such  as  land  use,  census,  economic  and  environmental 
data.  The  most  recent  incumbent  of  this  position,  who  retired  on  June  30,  1988, 
was  well  aware  of  the  need  for  a planning  information  system,  the  type  data 
required,  and  the  need  for  discipline  in  the  collection,  use,  and  update  of  the 
database. 

The  Urban  Systems  Analyst  stated  that  the  Department  undertook  a land 
use  survey  that  was  completed  in  1970  for  all  168,000  parcels  in  the  City.  The  data 
was  input  to  the  City's  mainframe  computer,  but  has  not  been  updated,  and  is  not 
easily  retrievable.  He  has  further  stated  that  various  Departmental  and 
interdepartmental  efforts  to  develop  databases  have  been  attempted  but  none  has 
received  the  sustained  support  needed  to  see  such  a project  through  to  completion. 

Currently,  the  Planning  Department  has  data  from  some  recent  rezoning 
studies  on  personal  computers.  Included  are  data  on  Chinatown,  the  Tenderloin, 
South  Bayshore,  and  the  Northeast  Waterfront  areas.  However,  the  Neighborhood 
Commercial  rezoning  data  are  in  manual  form  and  do  not  use  the  Standard 
Industrial  Classification  (SIC)  for  classifying  land  uses  as  are  those  previously 
mentioned.  The  Downtown  Plan  rezoning  data  was  collected  on  a parcel  basis  by 
a consultant,  is  not  in  the  SIC  format,  and  reportedly  is  not  in  the  Department's 
possession  but  is  being  retained  by  the  contractor  who  collected  the  data.  Further, 
the  South  of  Market  collection  data  was  input  to  the  personal  computer  by  an 
esoteric  method  employed  by  a programmer  who  is  no  longer  with  the 
Department  and  this  information  is  not  easily  accessible. 

In  summary,  data  are  collected  for  various  plans  in  different  formats  and 
without  due  consideration  to  the  eventual  migration  of  such  data  into  a total 
planning  information  system.  Additionally,  little  forethought  is  given  to  the 
future  ability  and  ease  of  retrieval  of  that  information.  We  recommend  that 
wherever  possible  all  future  studies  be  consistent  with  a data  format  selected  by 
the  Department  as  that  which  is  efficient  for  both  collection  and  use. 
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Current  Computer  Activities 


The  Plans  and  Programs  Division  is  working  to  enhance  its  productivity 
through  expanding  the  use  of  the  Department’s  existing  Wang  computer  system. 
A database  management  application  is  being  developed  to  permit  the  generation 
of  a Major  Project  Listing  that  will  also  permit  the  extraction  of  data  for 
management  reports.  The  Master  Plan  has  been  input  to  a word  processing 
application  and  a page  layout  application  used  to  prepare  a master  document  for 
reprinting  the  Master  Plan.  These  kinds  of  productivity  enhancements  need  to  be 
encouraged  and  expanded  throughout  the  organization;  each  organizational 
section  would  benefit  from  having  one  or  more  personal  computer  "experts" 
knowledgeable  in  such  productivity  enhancements  as  word  processing, 
spreadsheets,  and  databases.  Possibilities  exist  for  not  only  increasing 
productivity  but  also  for  making  jobs  more  interesting  and  fulfilling  by  reducing 
the  time  required  for  repetitive,  menial  tasks. 

An  Electronic  Information  Processing  Steering  Committee  (EIPSC) 
approved  project  known  as  the  Property  Information  System  is  currently  being 
developed  for  use  by  City  Departments.  The  project  is  under  the  direction  of  a 
Property  Information  System  Users  Group,  chaired  by  the  Recorder  and  the 
Assistant  Assessor.  The  system  evolving  from  this  project,  due  to  be  completed  in 
FY  1988-89,  is  planned  to  support  the  property  information  needs  of  the  Assessor, 
Tax  Collector,  Recorder's  Office,  Public  Works,  City  Planning,  Controller’s  Office, 
and  Fire  Department.  The  project  is  intended  to  result  in  an  integrated  data  base 
that  would  automatically  update  property  information,  such  as  assessments, 
Hens,  building  permits  and  other  recorded  documents. 

This  system  would  be  a valuable  source  of  information  for  the  Planning 
Department,  particularly  the  permit  history  data.  However,  the  system  would  be 
but  one  module  in  an  ideal  planning  information  system  which  would  also 
contain  land  use  information,  census  data,  housing  information,  economic  data, 
social  data,  and  independent  surveys  and  studies.  An  example  of  land  use  and 
housing  data  that  should  be  included  in  a planning  database  is  shown  in 
Appendix  C,  which  is  a land  use  survey  guide  used  by  the  Department  in  the 
North  of  Market  study. 

We  are  not  recommending  that  the  effort  be  undertaken  at  this  time  to 
develop  a total  computer-based  planning  information  system.  Rather,  we  do 
recommend  that  the  Department  identify  the  information  needs  of  such  a system 
and  as  various  requirements  for  the  collection  of  data  arise,  that  data  be  collected 
and  stored  in  a manner  that  facilitates  migration  into  a total  planning 
information  system. 
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CONCLUSION 


The  Department  is  involved  in  some  innovative  projects  on  its 
existing  Wang  computer  system.  The  Department  has  also  been  involved  in 
various  efforts,  at  least  one  interdepartmental,  to  develop  a comprehensive 
planning  information  system.  Those  efforts  to  date  have  been  largely 
unsuccessful.  Such  systems  could  enhance  the  productivity  of  planners, 
reduce  staff  time  not  needed  on  redundant  data  collection  efforts  and 
improve  the  accuracy  and  timeliness  of  responses  to  inquiries.  Sustained 
efforts  to  develop  such  a system  over  an  extended  period  of  time  should  be 
encouraged  and  expanded  throughout  the  organization. 


RECOMMENDATIONS 

We  recommend  that  the  Director  of  Planning: 

Assign  the  Urban  Systems  Analyst  the  responsibility  and 
authority  for  overseeing  and  coordinating  all  data  collection, 
internal  or  contractual,  in  order  that  quality,  consistency  and 
compatibility  be  maintained  and  redundancy  eliminated. 

Maximize  the  use  of  existing  computing  equipment  for  the 
purpose  of  storing,  retrieving,  and  analyzing  data  resources. 

As  resources  may  become  available,  expand  the  Planning 
Information  System  to  include  land  use  information,  census 
data,  housing  information,  economic  data,  and  social  data. 

COSTS/BENEFITS 

Implementation  of  these  recommendations  would: 

Increase  the  productivity  of  the  Planning  Department  in  terms 
of  generating  data  from  long-term  study  analyses. 

Enable  planners  to  respond  more  quickly  to  questions. 

Support  environmental  impact  analyses. 

The  recommendations  cited  could  be  accomplished  with  existing 
staff.  There  would  be  no  additional  costs  to  systematically  collect  and  store 
data. 
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SECTION  3:  IMPLEMENTATION  DIVISION  ISSUES 


SECTION  3.1:  VIOLATION  ABATEMENT 

THE  PLANNING  DEPARTMENT  HAS  A 
CURRENT  BACKLOG  OF  OVER  4,500 
ZONING  VIOLATIONS.  THE  VIOLATION 
ABATEMENT  STAFF  OF  FIVE  PERSONS  IS 
UNABLE  TO  HANDLE  THIS  LARGE  NUMBER 
OF  CODE  VIOLATIONS.  TRANSFERRING 
MOST  ASPECTS  OF  ZONING  VIOLATION 
ABATEMENT  TO  THE  DEPARTMENT  OF 
PUBLIC  WORKS'  BUREAU  OF  BUILDING 
INSPECTION  WOULD  RESULT  IN  A MORE 
EFFECTIVE  VIOLATION  ABATEMENT 
OPERATION. 


The  City  Charter  vests  responsibility  for  enforcing  the  zoning  and  set-back 
ordinances  in  the  Zoning  Administrator.  The  goal  of  violation  abatement  is  to 
enforce  the  provisions  of  the  Planning  Code  with  respect  to  actual  land  uses  in  the 
City.  Currently,  the  Violation  Abatement  staff  has  recorded  in  its  complaint 
tracking  system  approximately  3,353  zoning  violations.  Approximately  1,200 
other  reported  zoning  violations  have  yet  to  be  input  in  the  computerized 
Complaint  Tracking  System  due  to  limitations  on  staff  time  available  for  the  task, 
according  to  the  Department.  Therefore,  approximately  4,553  zoning  violations 
comprise  the  total  known  workload  of  the  Violation  Abatement  staff. 

A staff  of  four  professionals  and  one  clerical  person  have  been  assigned  to 
this  enforcement  function.  This  staff  is  headed  by  a Planner  IV  who  reports 
through  the  Code  Compliance  Planner  V to  the  Zoning  Administrator.  (See 
organizational  chart  on  page  102). 

There  are  two  general  categories  of  zoning  violations,  which  are  as  follows: 
Category  1 

Category  1 violations  involve  both  a Planning  Code  violation  and  another 
City  Code  violation.  For  example,  violations  that  result  from  failure  to 
obtain  a use  permit,  such  as  a Fire  Department  permit  for  a commercial 
repair  garage,  or  a permit  that  allows  physical  change  in  land  use,  such 
as  a building  permit  to  add  an  additional  dwelling  unit,  are  Category  1 
violations. 
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Category  2 


Category  2 violations  involve  a Planning  Code  violation  only;  no  other 
ordinances  are  involved.  They  are  violations  that  result  from  uses  not 
authorized  by  the  Planning  Code  or  uses  that  require  Planning 
Commission  approval  and  for  which  the  owner  has  not  obtained 
approval.  An  example  is  conversion  of  a delicatessen  to  a restaurant. 

The  Zoning  Administrator  estimates  that  at  least  95%  of  the  backlogged  violation 
abatement  cases  are  in  Category  1,  that  is,  they  involve  both  a Planning  Code 
violation  and  the  violation  of  another  City  Code. 

Although  the  Department  has  no  written  priorities  for  abating  zoning 
violations,  the  Zoning  Administrator  has  stated  that  his  priorities  for  abating 
zoning  violations  are  as  follows: 

1.  Conversion  of  residences  to  commercial  uses. 

2.  Conversion  of  required  parking  to  commercial  uses. 

3.  Uses  involving  a nuisance  (such  as  an  illegal  commercial  auto 
repair  garage). 

4.  Other  violations. 

Violation  Abatement  Workload  and  Processes 


The  general  process  for  handling  violation  abatement  cases  is  as  follows: 

1.  Investigation  of  alleged  violations  and  follow-up  investigations. 

2.  Review  of  building  permit  applications  if  a building  code 
violation  is  involved. 

3.  City  Attorney  case  support. 

With  respect  to  the  second  major  process,  the  Violation  Abatement  Section  must 
review  ail  building  permit  applications  filed  in  response  to  a Building  Code 
violation  to  verify  that  the  intended  use  does  not  also  involve  a Planning  Code 
violation.  Currently,  a Departmental  planner  must  physically  visit  the  site  of 
each  reported  zoning  violation  and  observe  the  violation.  Exhibit  2 on  the 
following  page  is  a Planning  Department  diagram  of  the  violation  abatement 
process. 
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Exhibit  2 


As  previously  stated,  there  is  a backlog  of  approximately  4,550  violation 
abatement  cases.  Accessions  of  new  cases  average  approximately  800  annually. 
For  at  least  the  most  recent  three  fiscal  years,  including  FY  1988-89,  the  Violation 
Abatement  Section's  objectives,  as  presented  in  the  Department’s  Annual  Work 
Program,  have  been  as  follows: 

(a)  To  investigate  and  determine  the  extent  of  Code  violation  in  520 
reported  cases. 

(b)  To  participate  in  court  and  legal  actions  as  required  by  City  Attorney  or 
the  District  Attorney. 

(c)  To  achieve  Code  compliance  and  abatement  or  submit  to  the  City 
Attorney  or  the  District  Attorney  36  cases  involving  violations  of  the 
City  Planning  Code  during  the  fiscal  year. 

Actual  performance  by  the  Violation  Abatement  Section  for  FY  1986-87  with 
respect  to  the  stated  objectives  was  the  investigation  and  determination  of  the 
extent  of  violation  in  829  cases  and  achievement  of  Code  compliance  and 
abatement  or  submission  to  the  City  Attorney  or  to  the  District  Attorney  of  431 
cases.  The  Department  does  not  yet  have  available  statistics  on  those  objectives  for 
FY  1987-88. 

As  can  readily  be  seen,  although  the  Department  is  achieving  and  exceeding 
its  stated  Violation  Abatement  objectives,  accessions  of  new  Code  violations  exceed 
disposition  of  Code  violation  cases,  resulting  in  an  ever  increasing  backlog  of 
Planning  Code  violation  cases. 

Currently  there  is  no  method  for  recovering  the  costs  of  abating  Planning 
Code  violations.  The  Department  should  work  with  the  City  Attorney's  Office  to 
explore  how  such  costs  might  be  recovered. 

Delegation  of  Investigative  Powers  to  the  Bureau  of  Building  Inspection 

The  Bureau  of  Building  Inspection  (BBI)  of  the  Department  of  Public  Works 
enforces,  among  other  Codes,  the  Building  and  Housing  Codes.  Many  Planning 
Code  violations  also  involve  a Building  or  Housing  Code  violation.  Whereas  there 
are  a total  of  approximately  42  building  and  housing  inspectors,  there  are  only  five 
City  Planning  Department  personnel  assigned  Planning  Code  violation 
enforcement  responsibilities,  including  one  clerk.  We  believe  that  the  most 
economical  method  of  enforcing  the  Planning  Code  is  for  the  Zoning 
Administrator  to  delegate  the  powers  of  investigation,  fact  finding,  and  inspection 
to  the  Superintendent,  Bureau  of  Building  Inspection. 
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The  City  Attorney  in  a letter  to  the  City  Planning  Director,  dated  February 
16,  1988  regarding  "Delegation  of  Powers  of  the  Zoning  Administrator"  rendered 
the  following  opinion: 

"My  opinion  is  that  the  Zoning  Administrator  may  not  delegate  his 
duty  to  enforce  the  Planning  Code,  but  he  may  delegate  the 
investigative,  fact  finding,  inspection  function  to  the  Bureau  of 
Building  Inspection." 

Agencies  other  than  planning  departments,  such  as  the  Bureau  of 
Buildings  and  Safety  in  the  City  of  Los  Angeles  and  the  Code  Compliance  Division 
of  the  Neighborhood  Preservation  Department  in  the  City  of  San  Jose,  effectively 
enforce  the  Planning  Code.  We  believe  such  an  arrangement  whereby  the  Bureau 
of  Building  Inspection  provides  most  aspects  of  enforcement  to  be  more  efficient 
and  economical  than  operating  with  separate  enforcement  agencies.  As 
previously  stated,  Category  1 violations  involve  both  a Planning  Code  violation  and 
the  violation  of  another  code,  often  the  Building  Code.  Combining  responsibility 
for  enforcement  to  the  extent  legally  possible  in  the  Bureau  of  Building  Inspection 
would  avoid  duplication  of  effort  and  would  greatly  expand  the  base  of  inspectors 
responsible  for  detecting  and  processing  Planning  Code  violations.  * 

Preliminary  discussions  between  the  Director  of  Planning  and  the  Director 
of  Public  Works  on  the  concept  of  BBI  assuming  investigative  responsibilities  for 
Planning  Code  enforcement  have  occurred.  We  believe  that  the  Director  of  Public 
Works  and  the  Director  of  Planning  should  assign  members  from  their  respective 
organizations  to  a joint  team  with  responsibility  for  drafting  a letter  of  agreement 
between  the  two  Departments  concerning  the  following  aspects,  not  necessarily 
all  inclusive,  for  the  transfer  of  functions  to  the  Department  of  Public  Works 
(BBI): 


Legal  and  legislative  requirements; 

Delineation  of  goals  and  objectives  of  the  violation  abatement  program; 
Identification  of  priority  issues  and  violations  to  be  resolved; 

Specific  functions  to  be  performed  by  each  Department; 

Initial  and  ongoing  training  responsibilities; 

Determination  of  the  length  of  and  area  for  a test  period  during  which 
all  parameters  of  the  transfer  of  functions  would  be  tested; 

Objective  evaluation  of  the  test  period  to  determine  recommended 
changes  to  the  program; 

Continuing  assistance  to  BBI  from  the  Zoning  Administrator; 
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Specific  responsibilities  for  working  off  the  backlog  of  violation  classes; 

Assessment  of  revenues  that  would  accrue  due  to  a vigorous  violation 
abatement  program  and  if  required,  fund  source(s)  for  the  additional 
BBI  personnel  who  would  be  required  to  assume  the  functions. 

We  believe  that  BBI  would  require  no  more  than  four  inspector  positions 
during  the  test  period  and  that  the  test  period  should  be  no  longer  than  one  year  in 
duration.  We  estimate  the  cost  of  the  four  additional  staff  positions  in  BBI  to  be 
approximately  $215,000  annually  for  salary  and  benefits.  The  five  Violation 
Abatement  staff  currently  in  the  Department  of  City  Planning  would  be  retained 
within  the  Department.  We  estimate  that  four  of  those  five  positions  would 
eventually  be  assigned  other  planning  duties.  Revenues  generated  by  the 
additional  building  permit,  conditional  use,  variance,  and  other  fees  that  would  be 
generated  through  an  active  violation  abatement  program,  as  well  as  the  effective 
implementation  of  Planning  Code  Section  176,  "Enforcement  Against  Violations," 
which  has  provisions  for  fines  of  up  to  $500  for  each  day  a Planning  Code  violation 
is  committed  or  permitted  to  continue,  have  the  potential  for  at  least  providing  for 
a significant  amount  of  the  cost  of  the  new  positions. 

CONCLUSION 

Because  of  staff  constraints,  Planning  Code  violations  are  not  being 
abated  effectively.  Efficiencies  can  be  achieved  and  a more  effective 
violation  abatement  program  obtained  by  delegating  the  investigative,  fact 
finding,  and  inspection  powers  to  the  Bureau  of  Building  Inspection. 

RECOMMENDATION 

We  recommend  that  the  Director  of  Public  Works,  the  Director  of 
Planning,  the  Zoning  Administrator,  and  the  Superintendent  of  the  Bureau 
of  Building  Inspection: 

Jointly  sign  a letter  of  agreement  detailing  performance 
responsibilities,  training,  and  other  administrative  and 
operational  issues  to  effect  the  coordinated  and  efficient 
delegation  of  powers  to  the  Bureau  of  Building  Inspection  for 
investigative  and  related  aspects  of  enforcing  the  Planning  Code 
pertaining  to  zoning  and  other  violations. 

We  recommend  that  the  Director  of  Planning: 

Pursue,  in  conjunction  with  the  City  Attorney's  Office,  a method 
for  recovering  the  costs  of  abating  Planning  Code  violations. 
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COST/BENEFITS 


The  primary  benefit  of  this  recommendation  is  a more  rigorous  and 
economical  enforcement  of  the  Planning  Code.  We  estimate  the  cost  to  be 
approximately  four  additional  staff  positions  in  the  Bureau  of  Building 
Inspection,  or  approximately  $215,000  annually  for  salary  and  benefits,  a 
portion  of  which  could  be  recovered  through  user  fees  and  fines.  An 
additional  benefit  would  be  the  eventual  use  of  four  of  the  five  City  Planning 
Department  personnel  currently  assigned  to  Violation  Abatement  for  other 
critical  Planning  Department  activities. 
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SECTION  3.2:  NONCONFORMING  USES 


VARIOUS  REZONING  ORDINANCES  HAVE 
RESULTED  IN  OVER  1,600  EXISTING 
NONCONFORMING  USES  IN  THE  CITY.  BY 
TAKING  REQUIRED  ACTIONS  ON  SUCH 
NONCONFORMING  USES,  INCLUDING 

IDENTIFYING  THOSE  NOT  YET  RECORDED, 

THE  DEPARTMENT  OF  CITY  PLANNING 
COULD  CONTROL  ANY  PROPOSED 

ENLARGEMENTS,  ALTERATIONS, 

RECONSTRUCTIONS  OR  CHANGES  OF  USE 
AND  EVENTUALLY  PHASE  OUT 
NONCONFORMING  USES  NOT  SPECIFICALLY 
PERMITTED  TO  CONTINUE. 

A "nonconforming  use"  is  defined  in  the  Planning  Code  as  "a  use  which 
existed  lawfully  at  the  effective  date  of  this  Code,  or  of  amendments  thereto,  and 
which  fails  to  conform  to  one  or  more  of  the  use  limitations  under  Articles  2 (Use 
Districts),  6 (Signs),  and  7 (Neighborhood  Commercial  Districts)  of  this  Code  that 
then  became  applicable  for  the  district  in  which  the  property  is  located." 

Nonconforming  uses  are  normally  created  by  the  rezoning  of  a use  district, 
for  example,  a district  rezoned  from  M-l  (light  industrial  district)  to  RH-3 
(residential,  house  districts,  three-family).  The  particular  example  cited  is 
known  as  down-zoning.  The  Code  policy  is  to  bring  those  newly-created 
nonconforming  uses,  such  as  would  be  automobile-related  repair  shops  in  the 
example  cited  above,  "into  compliance  with  this  code  as  quickly  as  the  fair 
interests  of  the  parties  will  permit."  The  consequence  of  not  doing  so  is  to  allow 
the  continuance  and  conceivably  enlargement  of  a land  use  incompatible  with 
current  land  uses. 

In  addition  to  cataloging  each  nonconforming  use,  other  administrative 
requirements  include  putting  restrictions  on  the  property  deed  and  giving  notice 
to  property  owners  every  four  years  as  to  the  expected  phase-out  date  of  the 
nonconforming  use.  The  Planning  Code  also  places  other  restrictions  on 
nonconforming  uses,  such  as  on  reconstructing,  enlarging,  making  alterations, 
and  changes  of  use. 

The  Planning  Code  makes  provision  for  continuance  of  certain 
nonconforming  uses  that  are  deemed  beneficial  to  the  particular  community  in 
which  they  are  located.  An  example  of  such  desired  continuance  is  a 
neighborhood-serving  grocery  store  in  a district  rezoned  three-family  residential. 
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Nonconforming  Uses  Created  bv  the  1960. 1978 . and  Other  Itezoning  Ordinances 


Approximately  4,000  nonconforming  uses,  by  estimate  of  Department 
planners,  were  created  as  a result  of  a 1960  residential  rezoning  ordinance. 
According  to  the  Department,  approximately  1,600  of  these  nonconforming  uses 
are  still  active.  In  general,  Planning  Code  procedures  for  processing  these 
nonconforming  uses  were  adhered  to.  A file  of  those  nonconforming  uses  was 
created  with  a record  for  each  showing  a photograph  of  the  location  and  other 
relevant  data.  However,  a number  of  actions  are  required  to  make  control 
measures  current  for  terminated  nonconforming  uses,  nonconforming  uses  with 
designated  termination  dates,  and  for  Limited  Commercial  nonconforming  uses 
(for  example,  the  grocery  store  cited  above).  Required  actions  include  conducting 
field  inspections  to  verify  occupancy  and  compliance. 

A 1978  rezoning  ordinance  created  additional  nonconforming  uses, 
estimated  in  number  by  Departmental  staff  to  be  in  the  hundreds.  In  contrast  to 
nonconforming  uses  created  in  1960,  these  nonconforming  uses  have  not  been 
identified  and  brought  under  control.  The  Department  cites  lack  of  staff  as  the 
reason  for  not  performing  this  requirement. 

Actions  required  to  bring  these  nonconforming  uses  under  control  include  the 
following: 


• Identify  the  nonconforming  uses  through  field  inspections; 

• Catalog  the  nonconforming  uses; 

• Notify  the  property  owners  of  the  nonconforming  use  and  of  the 
date  the  use  is  to  be  phased  out; 

• Annotate  property  deeds  to  show  the  restriction. 

According  to  Departmental  staff,  additional  nonconforming  uses  may  have 
also  been  created  by  the  Chinatown,  South-of-Market,  and  Neighborhood 
Commercial  rezoning  ordinances.  Departmental  staff  have  also  stated  that  much 
of  the  work  involved  in  bringing  nonconforming  uses  under  control  would  be  ideal 
for  a student  project. 

CONCLUSION 

Past  rezoning  ordinances  have  resulted  in  over  1,600  active 
nonconforming  uses.  This  number  includes  some  nonconforming  uses 
that  the  Department  of  City  Planning  has  yet  to  bring  under  control. 
Specific  administrative  and  notification  procedures  must  be  effected  in 
order  to  eventually  bring  these  nonconforming  uses  into  compliance.  The 
effect  of  not  controlling  these  nonconforming  uses  is  to  allow  the  excessive 
continuance  of  such  incompatible  uses  without  restricting  their  future 
growth  or  reconstruction. 
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RECOMMENDATION 


We  recommend  that  the  City  Planning  Commission: 

Direct  the  Department  of  City  Planning  to  bring  all 
nonconforming  uses  under  Planning  Code  control. 

COgT/PENEEHS 

The  benefit  of  this  recommendation  is  that  nonconforming  uses 
would  be  brought  under  control  and  would  be  eventually  replaced  with 
conforming  uses.  The  cost  of  performing  this  function  we  estimate  to  be 
one  full-time  staff  person  at  a cost  of  approximately  $50,000  assisting 
neighborhood/area  teams  as  described  in  Section  8.1.  Assistance  from 
university  students  should  also  be  sought. 
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$EQTIQN_3.3: COMMISSION  CASES 


THE  PLANNING  COMMISSION  HAS  USED 
ITS  DISCRETIONARY  AUTHORITY  IN  A 
QUESTIONABLE  MANNER  IN  THE  PROCESS 
OF  REQUIRING  ADDITIONAL  CONDITIONS 
BEYOND  THOSE  SPECIFIED  IN  THE 
PLANNING  CODE.  FOR  EXAMPLE,  THE 
COMMISSION  REQUIRED,  AS  A CONDITION 
OF  PROJECT  APPROVAL,  THAT  A 
DEVELOPER  MAKE  A CASH  CONTRIBUTION 
OF  UP  TO  $30,000  FOR  A TRAFFIC  STUDY 
IN  THE  SOUTH  VAN  NESS  AREA,  DESPITE 
THE  FACT  THAT  AN  EARLIER 
ENVIRONMENTAL  REVIEW,  APPROVED  BY 
THE  COMMISSION,  CONCLUDED  THAT  THE 
DEVELOPER'S  PROJECT  WOULD  NOT  HAVE 
ANY  ADVERSE  IMPACTS  ON  TRAFFIC. 
THE  COMMISSION  ADVISED  THE  BUDGET 
ANALYST  THAT  THIS  CASH 
CONTRIBUTION  CONDITION  WAS  IMPOSED 
AT  THE  REQUEST  OF  THE  DEVELOPER.  WE 
BELIEVE  THAT  THE  REQUIREMENT  OF 
THIS  CASH  CONTRIBUTION  BY  THE 
PLANNING  COMMISSION  IS  A 
QUESTIONABLE  PRACTICE,  IRRESPECTIVE 
OF  WHO  INITIATED  THE  CASH 
CONTRIBUTION  REQUIREMENT. 


"Commission  Cases"  is  the  term  given  to  a class  of  land  use  decisions  and 
reviews  that  require  a Planning  Commission  hearing.  Examples  of  such  cases 
are  institutional  master  plans,  master  plan  referrals,  and  reclassifications  of 
property.  "Commission  Cases"  is  also  the  name  of  the  Implementation  Division 
Section  responsible  for  preparing  and  presenting  most  cases  that  go  before  the 
City  Planning  Commission  for  review  and  approval. 

Two  other  types  of  Commission  cases  that  the  Commission  hears  are 
Conditional  Use  and  Discretionary  Review  cases.  Conditional  Use  cases  always 
have  conditions  of  approval  applied  in  order  to  secure  the  objectives  of  the 
Planning  Code.  "Discretionary  Review"  cases  sometimes  include  conditions  of 
approval. 
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Conditional  Use 


A conditional  use  is  any  land  use  in  any  particular  land  use  district  that 
requires  approval  by  the  City  Planning  Commission.  The  Planning  Code 
definition  of  "conditional  use"  is  as  follows: 

"(1)  Any  use  or  feature  authorized  as  a conditional  use  pursuant  to  Article 
3 (Zoning  Procedures)  of  this  Code,  provided  that  such  use  or  feature 
was  established  within  the  time  limits  specified  as  a condition  of 
authorization  or,  if  no  time  limit  was  specified,  within  a reasonable 
time  from  the  date  of  authorization;  or 

(2)  Any  use  or  feature  which  is  classified  as  a conditional  use  in  the 
district  in  which  it  is  located  and  which  lawfully  existed  either  on  the 
effective  date  of  this  Code,  or  on  the  effective  date  of  any  amendment 
imposing  new  conditional  use  requirements  upon  such  use  or  feature; 
or 

(3)  Any  use  deemed,  to  be  a permitted  conditional  use  pursuant  to  Section 
179  (Uses  Located  in  Neighborhood  Commercial  Districts)  of  this  code." 

Article  3 of  the  Planning  Code,  cited  in  the  definition  above,  includes 
Section  303,  Conditional  Uses,  which  specifies  rules  for  the  initiation  of 
conditional  use  actions,  provides  bases  for  determining  whether  to  permit  the 
conditional  use,  and  provides  for  the  application  of  additional  conditions,  bevond 
those  specified  in  the  Planning  Code,  as  are  in  the  opinion  of  the  City  Planning 
Commission  necessary  to  secure  the  objectives  of  the  Code. 

The  Department  expects  to  process  approximately  175  conditional  use  cases 
in  FY  1988-89. 

Discretionary  Review 

Discretionary  review  is  the  authority  of  the  City  Planning  Commission  to 
conduct  reviews  of  building  permit  applications  under  powers  vested  in  the 
Commission  by  Charter  Section  7.500  which  states  that  "No  permit  or  license  that 
is  dependent  on  or  affected  by  the  zoning,  set-back  or  other  ordinances  of  the  dty 
and  county  administered  by  the  city  planning  commission,  shall  be  issued  except 
on  the  prior  approval  of  the  city  planning  commission."  The  power  is  exercised  in 
cases  in  which  a proposed  development  meets  the  literal  requirements  of  the 
Planning  Code  but  may  nonetheless  have  serious  detrimental  effects.  Under  this 
authority,  the  Commission  may  either  approve  the  application,  approve  the 
application  with  conditions,  or  disapprove  the  application. 

The  Department  expects  to  process  approximately  110  discretionary  review 
cases  in  FY  1988-89. 
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Conditions  of  Approval 


In  discharging  its  responsibilities  with  respect  to  prescribing  conditions  of 
approval  in  discretionary  review  and  conditional  use  cases,  the  Planning 
Commission  sometimes  includes  provisions,  in  excess  of  those  necessary  to 
insure  that  a particular  proposed  project  is  beneficial  to  its  neighborhood  and  to 
the  City,  that  have  been  agreed  to  by  community  groups  and  project  sponsors. 
Reportedly,  project  sponsors  will  agree  to  such  additional  conditions  in  order  to 
avoid  the  litigation  that  would  be  brought  by  community  groups  in  the  absence  of 
such  additional  conditions. 

The  project  sponsor  in  one  discretionary  review  case  agreed,  in  concert 
with  a community  group,  to  make  a cash  contribution  of  up  to  $30,000  for  a study 
of  traffic  and  circulation  in  the  South  Van  Ness  area  even  though  a traffic  study 
performed  as  part  of  the  environmental  evaluation  on  the  proposed  project  found 
that  the  there  would  be  no  project  specific  traffic  impacts.  Exhibit  3 on  the  next 
page  is  an  extract  from  the  discretionary  review  case.  Reportedly,  the  project 
sponsor  agreed  to  and  proposed  the  condition  to  the  Planning  Commission  to 
avoid  the  litigation  that  the  community  group  would  bring  in  the  absence  of  the 
traffic  study. 

We  believe  that  the  practice  of  the  Planning  Commission  requiring  cash 
contributions  and  being  party  to  agreements  which  go  beyond  the  purposes  of  the 
Planning  Code,  with  respect  to  a particular  project,  and  which  are  constructed  to 
bring  a benefit  to  a community  and  to  allow  a project  sponsor  to  avoid  litigation,  is 
questionable. 

Enforcement  of  Conditions 

The  Planning  Code  provides  for  enforcing  conditions  imposed  in 
conditional  use  cases  in  Section  303(d),  "Conditions,"  as  follows: 

"The  violation  of  any  condition  so  imposed  shall  constitute  a violation 
of  this  Code  and  may  constitute  grounds  for  revocation  of  the  conditional 
use  authorization." 

The  Department  has  not  instituted  a systematic  enforcement  program  of 
conditions  imposed  in  conditional  use  cases.  According  to  Department  staff 
representatives,  the  Department  relies  on  complaints  from  the  public  for 
notification  of  violations.  We  think  it  is  infeasible  at  the  present  time  for  the 
Department  to  check  each  condition  imposed  in  every  conditional  use  case. 
However,  we  think  it  is  feasible  and  desirable  for  the  Department  to  require  the 
applicant  to  submit  documentation  of  compliance  with  all  conditions  upon 
completion  of  the  project  and  to  institute  a program  of  statistically  auditing  a 
sample  of  cases  for  conformance. 
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CITY  PLANNING  COMMISSION 


me  wo.  oo.nmtu  Exhibit  3 

1675  Howard  St.  

Motion  No.  11214 


CONDITIONS  OF  APPROVAL 

1.  This  approval  is  for  conversion  of  a vacant  dairy /mi lk  processing  and 
packing  plant  to  automobile  sales  and  service. 

2.  The  project  will  retain  and  rehabilitate  the  B rated  building  located  on 
Lot  22  within  the  project  site-  The  building  will  be  brought  up  to 
current  Building  Code  standards. 

3.  Prior  to  the  release  of  the  final  addendum  to  the  site  permit,  the 
project  sponsor  shall  provide  a signage  plan  to  be  approved  by  Department 
staff  which  would  show  the  number,  type,  location,  text  and  size  of  signs 
to  be  provided  on-site  to  indicate  vehicular  access  routes  to  the  site 
from  various  locations  along  the  perimeter  of  the  site; 

4.  Provide  parking,  on  site  or  within  800  feet,  to: 

a.  Accommodate  at  least  30  independently  accessible  vehicles  which 
would  be  reserved  and  signed  exclusively  for  customer  use. 

b.  Accommodate  all  non  inventory  vehicles  associated  with  the 
project. 

5.  The  existing  rooftop  billboard  structure  along  the  South  Van  Ness 
frontage  shall  be  removed. 

6.  Lighting  of  the  premises,  shall  be  located  and/or  designed  so  as  to  avoid 
light  glare  in  the  windows  of  adjacent  residences  on  Howard  Street. 

7.  Submit  plans  to  be  approved  by  Department  staff  which  would  show  the  type 
of  fencing/screening  to  be  used  along  the  perimeter  of  the  site.  The 
plans  shall  indicate  the  type  and  color  of  materials  to  be  used,  the 
height  of  the  fence/screen  and  any  signage  to  be  incorporated  into  or 
placed  on  the  fence/screen  elements. 

8.  Although  the  Negative  Declaration  indicates  that  there  are  no  project 
specific  transportation  impacts,  there  is  a general  problem  of  traffic 
circulation  in  the  South  Van  Ness  area  which  will  be  analyzed  and 
addressed  as  part  of  the  broader  South  Van  Ness  planning  analysis  which 
is  underway.  The  project  sponsor  has  agreed  to  make  a contribution  to  a 
study  of  traffic  and  circulation  in  the  South  Van  Ness  area,  with  special 
attention  to  improvements  to  the  intersection  of  South  Van  Ness  Avenue 
and  Howard  Street,  including  a left  turn  lane  from  South  Van  Ness  Avenue 
into  Howard  Street  in  the  sum  of  up  to  $30,000  paid  prior  to  the  issuance 
of  the  first  addendum  to  the  site  permit.  Funds  not  required  for  the 
traffic  study  shall  be  applied  toward  traffic  and  transportation 
improvements  in  the  project  vicinity.  Project  sponsor  shall  contribute 
its  prorata  share  of  the  cost  of  implementation  of  improvements  deemed  by 
the  study  to  be  needed  if  the  cost  of  such  improvements  is  imposed  on 
property  owners  in  the  South  Van  Ness  area  through  an  assessment  district 
or  other  mechanism  formed  for  such  a purpose. 

9.  The  sponsor  will  on  an  on-going  basis,  use  best  efforts  to  advertise  to 
customers  and  potential  customers  the  location  of  the  site  and  the  best 
routes  to  take  to  access  the  site. 
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CONCLUSION 


The  Planning  Commission  has  used  its  discretionary  authority  to 
require  questionable  conditions  as  a prerequisite  to  obtaining  approval  of 
certain  permits.  The  Department  has  also  not  instituted  an  enforcement 
program  to  monitor  compliance  with  conditions  imposed  in  conditional  use 
cases.  In  our  judgment,  it  is  feasible  and  desirable  for  the  Department  to 
institute  a program  of  controlling  conformance  with  conditions  imposed  by 
requiring  applicants  to  submit  documentation  of  compliance  and  by 
statistically  or  otherwise  sampling  conformance  and  taking  corrective 
action  where  required. 

mCQMNmVATlQFS 

We  recommend  that  the  City  Planning  Commission: 

Develop  detailed  written  policies  to  govern  the  application  of 
conditions  of  approval  to  Commission  cases  that  ensure  that  the 
objectives  of  the  Planning  Code  are  secured  and  that  the  rights  of 
individuals  are  protected. 

Institute  a program  for  insuring  compliance  with  conditions 
imposed  in  cases  by  statistically  or  otherwise  sampling 
conformance  and  taking  corrective  action  where  required. 

We  recommend  that  the  Board  of  Supervisors: 

Amend  Section  303  of  the  Planning  Code  to  require  all  applicants 
receiving  conditional  use  permits  to  submit  documentation  of 
compliance  with  such  conditions  to  the  Planning  Department 
upon  completion  of  the  project. 


COSTS/BENEFTTS 

The  benefits  of  these  recommendations  are  as  follows: 

Protection  of  citizens'  rights  in  the  imposition  of  conditions  of 
approval  on  projects. 

Improved  adherence  to  conditions  imposed  on  projects  by  the 
Planning  Commission. 

The  costs  of  instituting  these  recommendations  would  not  be 
significant  and  could  be  accomplished  with  existing  staff. 
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SECTION  3.4:  INSTITUTIONAL  MASTER  PLANS 


34  OF  39,  OR  87  PERCENT  OF  THE 
INSTITUTIONS,  INCLUDING  HOSPITALS 
AND  UNIVERSITIES,  WHICH  ARE  REQUIRED 
TO  SUBMIT  AN  INSTITUTIONAL  MASTER 
PLAN  AND  BIENNIAL  UPDATES  TO  THE 
DEPARTMENT  OF  CITY  PLANNING 
PURSUANT  TO  PLANNING  CODE  SECTION 
304.5,  HAVE  FAILED  TO  DO  SO.  THE 
DEPARTMENT  OF  CITY  PLANNING  HAS  NOT 
ENFORCED  THE  PROVISIONS  OF  THIS 
SECTION.  BY  ENFORCING  THIS  CODE 
SECTION,  THE  CITY  PLANNING  PROCESSES 
WOULD  BE  IMPROVED  AND  AN  ESTIMATED 
$15,000  IN  REVENUES  WOULD  BE 
GENERATED. 

According  to  Planning  Code  Section  304.5,  "Institutional  Master  Plans", 
each  medical  institution  and  each  post-secondary  educational  institution, 
including  group  housing  affiliated  with  and  operated  by  any  such  institution  in 
the  City  of  San  Francisco,  is  required  to  have  on  file  with  the  Department  of  City 
Planning  a current  institutional  master  plan  describing  the  existing  and 
anticipated  future  development  of  that  institution. 

The  institutional  master  plan  requirement  became  effective  December  31, 
1976  for  then  existing  aforementioned  institutions,  with  the  additional 
requirement  that  such  institutions,  at  intervals  of  two  years,  file  a report  with  the 
Department  of  City  Planning  describing  the  current  status  of  its  institutional 
master  plan.  In  addition,  any  substantial  revisions  to  the  existing  institutional 
master  plan  are  required  to  be  filed  with  the  Department  as  soon  as  such 
revisions  have  been  formalized  by  the  institution's  management. 

Each  institution  meeting  the  description  previously  given  that  is  newly 
established  after  December  31,  1976,  is  required  to  file  an  institutional  master  plan 
upon  establishment  and  file  reports  and  revisions  as  specified  above.  Institutions 
occupying  site  areas  of  one  or  more  acres  or  occupying  a lesser  area  but 
anticipating  future  expansion  are  required  to  submit  full  institutional  master 
plans  as  specified  below: 
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(1)  The  nature  of  the  institution,  its  history  of  growth,  physical  changes 
in  the  neighborhood  which  can  be  identified  as  having  occurred  as  a 
result  of  such  growth,  the  services  provided  and  service  population, 
employment  characteristics,  the  institution's  affirmative  action 
program,  all  ownership  by  the  institution  of  properties  throughout 
the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco,  and  any  other  relevant  general 
information  pertaining  to  the  institution  and  its  services; 

(2)  The  present  physical  plant  of  the  institution,  including  the  location 
and  bulk  of  buildings,  land  uses  on  adjacent  properties,  traffic 
circulation  patterns,  and  parking  in  and  around  the  institution; 

(3)  The  development  plans  of  the  institution  for  a future  period  of  not  less 
than  ten  years,  and  the  physical  changes  in  the  institution  projected 
to  be  needed  to  achieve  those  plans.  Any  plans  for  physical 
development  during  the  first  five  years  shall  include  site  data.  In 
addition,  with  respect  to  plans  of  any  duration,  the  submission  shall 
contain  a description  and  analysis  of  each  of  the  following: 

(A)  The  conformity  of  proposed  development  plans  to  the  Master 
Plan  of  the  City,  and  to  any  neighborhood  plans  on  file  with  the 
Department  of  City  Planning; 

(B)  The  anticipated  impact  of  any  proposed  development  by  the 
institution  on  the  surrounding  neighborhood,  including  but 
not  limited  to  the  effect  on  existing  housing  units,  relocation  of 
housing  occupants  and  commercial  and  industrial  tenants, 
changes  in  traffic  levels  and  circulation  patterns,  transit 
demand  and  parking  availability,  and  the  character  and  scale 
of  development  in  the  surrounding  neighborhood; 

(C)  Any  alternatives  which  might  avoid,  or  lessen  adverse  impacts 
upon  the  surrounding  neighborhood,  including  location  and 
configuration  alternatives,  the  alternative  of  no  new 
development,  and  the  approximate  costs  and  benefits  of  each 
alternative; 

(D)  The  mitigating  actions  proposed  by  the  institution  to  lessen 
adverse  impacts  upon  the  surrounding  neighborhood. 

(4)  A projection  of  related  services  and  physical  development  by  others, 
including  but  not  limited  to  office  space  and  medical  outpatient 
facilities,  which  may  occur  as  a result  of  the  implementation  of  the 
institution’s  master  plan; 

(5)  Any  other  items  as  may  be  reasonably  required  by  the  Department  of 
City  Planning  or  the  City  Planning  Commission. 
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Institutions  not  occupying  site  areas  of  one  or  more  acres  nor  occupying  a 
lesser  area  but  anticipating  future  expansion  may  file  an  abbreviated  institutional 
master  plan  consisting  of  a textual  description  of  the  institution's  physical  plant 
and  employment,  the  institution's  affirmative  action  program,  all  ownership  by 
the  institution  of  properties  throughout  the  City,  the  services  provided  and  service 
population,  parking  availability,  and  any  other  relevant  general  information 
pertaining  to  the  institution  or  its  services. 

Compliance  with  Institutional  Master  Plan  Requirements 

Responsibility  for  implementing  institutional  master  plan  requirements  in 
the  Department  of  City  Planning  resides  with  the  Assistant  Director  for 
Implementation,  who  is  also  the  Zoning  Administrator.  One  planner,  who 
reports  through  the  Planner  V in  charge  of  Commission  Cases,  administers  the 
Program. 

According  to  this  planner,  a total  of  17  institutions  have  submitted 
institutional  master  plans  since  the  inception  of  the  requirement.  All  17  of  the 
submitted  plans  are  full  institutional  master  plans  as  opposed  to  abbreviated 
plans,  as  described  in  the  previous  section.  The  Department  hats  identified  39 
institutions  as  possibly  requiring  an  institutional  master  plan.  Ten  of  these  17 
institutions,  or  approximately  60  percent,  have  current  plans  on  file  (submitted 
within  the  past  ten  years)  and  five  of  the  ten  current  plans  also  have  current 
biennial  reports  on  file  with  the  Department.  Thus,  only  five  of  39  identified 
institutions  are  in  compliance  with  Planning  Code  Section  304.5. 

The  17  institutions  with  institutional  master  plans  and  biennial  reports  on 
file  with  the  Department  are  shown  in  Exhibit  4 below.  Exhibit  4 also  shows 
whether  the  institutional  master  plan  and  the  biennial  report  are  current. 


Exhibit  4 


Institutional  Master  Plans  on  File 


Ralph  K.  Davies  Medical  Center 
City  College  of  San  Francisco 


San  Francisco  General  Hospital** 

San  Francisco  Conservatory  of 
Music** 


Golden  Gate  University 

French  Hospital  and  Medical  Center 

Chinese  Hospital 

Marshal  Hale  Memorial  Hospital 


University  of  San  Francisco* 


Kaiser  Permanente  Medical  Center** 


Saint  Luke's  Hospital* 

Mount  Zion  Hospital  and  Medical 
Center* 
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Children's  Hospital  of  San  Francisco  Saint  Francis  Memorial  Hospital* 

University  of  California  in  San  Francisco*  Saint  Mary  Hospital  and  Medical 

Center** 

Pacific  Presbyterian  Medical  Center** 


* Current  Institutional  Master  Plan  (submitted  within  the  past  ten  years). 

**  Current  Institutional  Master  Plan  with  Current  Biennial  Report. 

Exhibit  5 is  a listing  compiled  by  the  Department  of  institutions  that  have 
not  filed  institutional  master  plans  and  that,  according  to  the  Department,  "may 
have  to  file  institutional  master  plans."  According  to  the  planner  working  on 
these  plans,  all  that  has  been  accomplished  by  the  Department  thus  far  is  to 
compile  the  list  - the  institutions  have  not  yet  been  contacted  regarding  the  plans. 

Exhibit  5 

Institutions  Identified  by  the  City  Planning  Department 
as  Possibly  Requiring  an  Institutional  Master  Plan 


Academy  of  Art 

Acupuncture  College  of  San  Francisco 
(19th  Ave.) 

Antioch  College  of  San  Francisco 

Baptist  Theological  Seminary 

California  School  of  Professional 
Psychology 

California  Vocational  College 

Cogswell  College 

Culinary  Academy 

Heald  College 

Lincoln/Law 

Mortuary  Science  College 


New  College  of  California 

New  College  of  California  Law  School 

Professional  Psychology,  School  of 
Western  Design  Institute 
Hastings  College  of  Law 

San  Francisco  Art  Institute 
Shriner's  Hospital 
Simpson  College 
Laguna  Honda  Hospital 
San  Francisco  State  University 
Westmont  College 
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Planning  Code  Section  304.5  (g),  intended  to  enforce  the  institutional  master 
plan  requirement,  is  cited  below: 

Permit  Applications.  Commencing  on  January  1,  1977,  the 
Department  of  City  Planning  shall  not  approve  any  building  permit 
application  for  any  construction  pertaining  to  any  development  of  any 
institution  subject  to  this  Section,  with  the  exception  of  minor 
alterations  necessary  to  correct  immediate  hazards  to  health  or 
safety,  unless  that  institution  has  complied  with  all  the  applicable 
requirements  of  Subsections  (b)  and  (c)  above  with  regard  to  its  filing 
of  an  institutional  master  plan  or  revisions  thereto.  (Amended  by 
Ord.  443-78,  App.  10/6/78;  Ord.  69-87,  App.  3/13/87). 

According  to  the  Department,  this  provision  has  not  been  enforced  and  the 
benefits  to  the  City  of  enforcing  compliance  and  requiring  institutional  master 
plans,  such  as  foreknowledge  of  development  plans  and  how  these  plans  fit  with 
other  plans  and  requirements  and  the  collection  of  fees  for  such  plans,  have  not 
been  realized.  Applying  criteria  for  complying  with  the  requirement  to  submit  an 
institutional  master  plan  with  the  listing  of  institutions  compiled  by  the 
Department  leaves  little  doubt  that  some,  if  not  all,  of  the  institutions  listed  should 
have  an  institutional  master  plan  on  file  with  the  Department. 

Institutions  are  required  to  submit  a $1,000  fee  when  filing  a full 
institutional  master  plan  and  $300  for  an  abbreviated  plan.  An  additional  $300  fee 
is  charged  when  a Planning  Commission  public  hearing  is  required.  By  not 
having  an  institutional  master  plan  on  file  for  all  institutions  requiring  such 
plans,  the  Department  and  the  institutions  concerned  are  failing  to  achieve  the 
principal  purposes  of  this  code  section  and  the  Department  is  failing  to  collect 
approximately  $15,000  in  revenues  which  would  be  due  with  the  filing  of  the 
plans. 


CONCLUSION 

Planning  Code  Section  304.5  sets  forth  requirements  for  certain 
institutions  to  file  institutional  master  plans.  Most  institutions  that  require 
an  institutional  master  plan  have  not  submitted  a plan  to  the  Department  of 
City  Planning,  nor  has  the  Department  enforced  the  provisions  of  the 
Section.  By  not  having  an  institutional  master  plan  on  file  for  all 
institutions  requiring  such  plans,  the  Department  and  the  institutions 
concerned  are  failing  to  achieve  the  principal  purposes  of  institutional 
master  plans,  as  stated  in  Planning  Section  Code  Section  304.5,  and  the 
Department  is  failing  to  collect  revenues  which  would  be  due  with  the  filing 
of  such  plans. 
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RECOMMENDATION 


We  recommend  that  the  Director  of  Planning: 

Immediately  notify  all  institutions,  including  hospitals  and 
universities,  that  are  subject  to  the  requirements  of  Planning 
Code  Section  304.5  of  the  mandatory  requirement  to  comply 
with  this  Code  section  and  advise  these  institutions  of  the 
penalties  of  non-compliance. 

Begin  enforcing  Planning  Code  Section  304.5,  such  that 
building  permits  shall  not  be  approved  for  any  institution  that 
does  not  have  a current  institutional  master  plan  on  file  with 
the  Department,  with  the  exception  of  minor  alterations 
necessary  to  correct  immediate  hazards  to  health  or  safety. 

COSTS/BENEFITS 

Implementation  of  this  recommendation  would  result  in  the  Planning 
Department  being  fully  informed  about  the  future  growth  and  development 
of  such  institutions,  would  enable  the  Department  to  relate  such  plans  to 
other  City  requirements,  and  would  result  in  fee  collections  amounting  to 
approximately  $15,000.  The  cost  of  performing  this  requirement  can  be 
absorbed  within  existing  staff. 
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SECTION  4:  PUBLIC  INFORMATION  ISSUES 


THE  PUBLIC  INFORMATION  SERVICES 
PROVIDED  BY  THE  DEPARTMENT  OF  CITY 
PLANNING  ARE  UNTIMELY  AND 
INSUFFICIENT.  BY  REALLOCATING 
EXISTING  STAFF  TO  THIS  FUNCTION, 
INCREASING  PUBLIC  SERVICE  HOURS, 
AND  DEVELOPING  MORE  COMPREHENSIVE 
AND  ACCURATE  BROCHURES,  HANDOUTS 
AND  OTHER  MATERIALS,  THE  QUALITY  OF 
PUBLIC  SERVICES  CAN  BE 
SIGNIFICANTLY  IMPROVED. 


The  City  Planning  Department  has  a public  information  counter  in  a 
separate  office  on  the  fifth  floor  of  450  McAllister  Street,  the  location  of  the 
Department's  Implementation  Division.  Office  hours  are  currently  10:00  a.m.  - 
12:00  noon  and  1:00  p.m.  to  5:00  p.m.,  five  days  per  week.  The  public  information 
function  is  staffed  as  follows: 


Permanent  Staffing  Part-time  Staffing 

Planner  IV  (Information  Manager)  5 Planners  - 2 hours 

Senior  Clerk  - Typist  each,  each  day 

Senior  Telephone  Operator  (Total  =10  hours/day) 

The  Information  Manager,  who  reports  to  the  Zoning  Administrator,  is 
responsible  for  the  operation  of  the  Information  Office  and  Counter.  He  also 
provides  formal  training  sessions  for  prospective  part-time  counter  staff  and 
other  interested  planners  approximately  three  times  per  month.  These  training 
sessions  cover  such  topics  as  the  Planning  Code,  variances,  and  rezonings  with 
emphasis  on  information  counter  responsibilities  relative  to  those  topics. 

The  Senior  Clerk-Typist  is  responsible  for  logging  in  all  Implementation 
Division  cases,  such  as  conditional  use  and  discretionary  review  cases, 
maintaining  the  Master  Project  list  of  all  such  cases,  and  performing  research  to 
update  zoning  maps.  The  Senior  Telephone  Operator  provides  telephone 
coverage  for  the  four  telephone  lines  serviced  by  the  Information  Counter 
planners  and  for  the  telephones  of  the  Information  Manager  and  Senior  Clerk- 
Typist.  Each  part-time  staff  person  spends  two  hours  each  day  at  the 
Information  Counter.  The  Information  Counter  is  staffed  by  two  planners 
during  hours  of  operation,  for  a total  of  twelve  planner  staff  hours  per  day. 
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The  procedure  for  servicing  inquiries  is  for  information  planners  to 
alternate  between  walk-in  customers  and  telephone  customers.  We  have  been 
informed  by  Departmental  staff  that  the  wait  for  the  inquiring  public  can  be  for 
up  to  50  minutes  during  peak  periods  and  routinely,  is  in  excess  of  30  minutes. 
During  the  course  of  this  audit  we  twice  telephoned  the  Information  Counter. 
The  waiting  period  was  in  excess  of  35  minutes  for  each  inquiry. 

Although  the  Information  Office  is  currently  open  to  the  public  from  10:00 
a.m.  to  12:00  noon  and  from  1:00  p.m.  to  5:00  p.m.,  daily,  this  is  not  the  standard 
operating  hours  for  City  Departments.  The  Bureau  of  Building  Inspection  and 
the  Assessor's  Office,  offices  often  visited  by  members  of  the  public  who  must  also 
visit  the  Planning  Department,  maintain  hours  of  operation  from  8:00  a.m.  to 
5:00  p.m.  The  public  is  sometimes  inconvenienced  by  having  to  wait  until  10:00 
a.m.  or  during  the  lunch  hour  for  access  to  the  Planning  Department's 
Information  Office. 

Section  7.702  of  the  City’s  Charter,  "Hours  of  Public  Offices,"  specifies 
operating  hours  for  City  offices  and  is  cited  below: 

"Except  where  otherwise  provided  by  law,  all  public  offices  shall  be 
open  for  business  everyday,  except  legal  holidays  other  than  days  on 
which  an  election  is  held  throughout  the  State,  from  8:30  o’clock 
a.m.,  until  5:00  o’clock  p.m.  The  supervisors  by  ordinance  may 
provide  that  any  office  shall  be  kept  open  for  a longer  time,  when 
necessary  for  the  accommodation  of  the  public,  and  may  also  provide 
by  ordinance  that  any  office  shall  be  closed  on  Saturday  of  each  week 
during  all  or  any  part  of  the  year." 

The  Department  of  City  Planning's  Information  office  is  not  in  compliance  with 
the  City's  Charter-designated  "Hours  of  Public  Offices."  We  recommend  that  the 
Information  Office  be  open  to  the  public  from  8:00  a.m.  to  5:00  p.m.,  daily. 

As  an  indication  of  the  relatively  low  priority  assigned  the  public 
information  function  by  the  Department  of  City  Planning,  San  Jose’s  Planning 
Department,  with  a total  authorized  strength  of  approximately  74.3  authorized 
positions,  has  four  planner  and  two  clerical  full-time  positions  assigned  to  the 
public  information  function,  or  approximately  eight  percent  of  its  staff.  San 
Francisco's  Department  of  City  Planning,  with  an  authorized  strength  of  102 
positions,  has  only  one  full-time  planner  and  two  clerical  full-time  positions 
assigned  to  the  public  information  function,  or  approximately  three  percent  of  its 
staff. 

Zoning  Mans 

Zoning  maps,  as  related  in  Section  2.2,  show  zoning  for  all  parts  of  the 
City.  The  zoning  map  is  supposed  to  be  an  integral  part  of  the  Planning  Code. 
The  last  zoning  map  available  to  the  public  was  published  in  June,  1979.  Updates 
to  those  zoning  maps  were  issued  by  the  Planning  Department  in  the  form  of 
paste-on  corrections.  That  update  service  was  discontinued  in  1985. 


-63- 


The  effect  of  not  having  accurate,  up- to-date  zoning  maps  available  to  the 
public  is  to  increase  the  workload  of  the  Information  Counter,  at  considerable 
inconvenience  to  the  public.  The  Information  Counter  reportedly  receives 
numerous  calls  that  would  be  eliminated  if  current  maps  were  available.  An 
accurate  zoning  map  on  the  wall  in  the  Information  Office  would  help  to  orient 
the  information-seeking  public  and  have  the  added  benefit  of  possibly  reducing 
the  number  of  inquiries  actually  requiring  service  at  the  Information  Counter. 

The  Department's  Graphics  Section  published  an  updated  zoning  map  - 
Height  and  Bulk  (1986)  and  Land  Use  (1987)  - for  use  by  the  Information  Manager 
and  planners.  However,  the  Information  Manager  states  that  he  is  reluctant  to 
rely  on  this  map  because  there  are  inconsistencies  between  the  map  and  the 
"block  book"  information,  the  source  on  which  the  zoning  map  is  based. 

Related  Information  Tasks 

The  Information  Office  is  responsible  for  a number  of  information-related 
tasks,  some  of  which  are  currently  not  being  performed  or  are  being  performed 
inadequately.  A listing  of  those  information  related  tasks  follows: 

1.  Public  dissemination  of  the  Master  Plan. 

The  Information  Counter  is  responsible  for  keeping  adequate 
copies  of  the  Master  Plan  on  hand  for  supplying  public  demand  at  a 
price  to  the  public  of  $23.00  per  set.  The  Master  Plan  has  very 
recently  been  reprinted  and  is  of  much  superior  quality  in 
appearance  to  past  editions. 

2.  Tracking  legislation. 

The  Information  Counter  staff  must  be  knowledgeable  of  all 
legislation  concerning  land  use.  This  requires  that  someone  track 
the  status  of  all  current  legislation  to  include  amendments.  The 
Information  Manager  acknowledges  the  importance  of  tracking 
legislation  but  states  that  he  does  not  have  sufficient  resources  to 
perform  the  task  adequately. 

3.  Block  book  updating. 

The  Information  Manager  reports  that  the  block  books  may  be 
missing  certain  update  data  because  he  has  not  had  the  time  to 
develop  a quality  control  system  for  updating  the  books.  Also,  there 
are  discrepancies  between  block  book  information  and  the 
underlying  data  on  which  some  of  the  information  is  based: 
namely,  the  1978  residential  rezoning  study  and,  according  to  the 
Zoning  Administrator,  the  Downtown  Plan  rezoning  data. 


-64- 


4. 


Written  handouts. 


The  Information  Manager  has  developed  written  handouts  on 
various  Departmental  functions  and  cites  the  need  to  develop  written 
handouts  answering  questions  frequently  asked  by  the  public  on 
zoning  and  related  issues.  Such  handouts,  the  Information 
Manager  believes,  would  reduce  the  amount  of  staff  time  required  to 
answer  certain  questions  and  would  be  a significant  help  in 
enhancing  public  information  service. 

In  addition  to  the  specific  problems  cited  above,  the  Information  Manager 
reports  that  no  management  objectives  exist  for  the  information  function,  such 
as  average  time  to  service  walk-in  and  telephone  inquiries. 

Improving  the  Information  Function 

There  are  a number  of  steps  that  can  be  taken  to  improve  the  information 
function.  Listed  below  are  categories  for  improvement  along  with  specific 
suggestions. 

1.  Objectives. 

Set  specific  effectiveness  objectives,  such  as  servicing  inquiries 
within  specified  times. 

2.  Organizational  Structure. 

To  emphasize  the  importance  of  the  public  information  function  and 
to  enhance  timely  and  effective  responses  to  problem  areas  and 
improvement  opportunities,  the  Information  Manager  should  report  to  the 
Director  for  a period  of  one  year  and  thereafter  to  one  of  the  Assistant 
Directors.  During  that  period,  the  Information  Manager  should  be  a 
member  of  the  management  team  and  attend  the  Monday  staff  meetings 
and  other  regularly  scheduled  staff  meetings. 

3.  Staffing. 

Assign  at  least  two  additional  full-time  planners  to  the  Information 
Office.  Require  every  planner  in  the  Department,  including  the  Assistant 
Directors,  to  provide  two  or  three  hours,  depending  on  the  need,  of  public 
information  counter  service  each  week. 

4.  Staff  Rotation. 

On  a phased  basis,  reassign  each  full-time  planner  assigned  to  the 
Information  Office  to  a regular  staff  assignment  within  the  Department. 
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5.  Incentives. 

The  performance  of  the  Information  Office  is  dependent  upon  the 
assignment  of  professional  staff  of  high  standards.  Every  opportunity  to 
enhance  the  status  of  the  function,  such  as  developing  opportunities  for 
developing  oral  skills  at  community  and  governmental  gatherings,  should 
be  taken. 

CONCLUSION 

Providing  planning  information  to  the  public  has  not  been  a high 
priority  in  the  Department  of  City  Planning.  Insufficient  resources  have 
been  allocated  to  support  public  demand  for  timely  and  quality 
information.  The  Department  must  assign  more  permanent  staff  to  the 
Information  Office,  improve  response  time  to  public  inquiries  and  improve 
the  quality  of  handouts  and  other  information  aids. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

We  recommend  that  the  City  Planning  Commission: 

Set  specific  objectives  for  providing  information  services  to  the 
public  and  monitor  progress  on  these  objectives. 

Establish  8:00  a.m.  - 5:00  p.m.  as  the  Information  Counter's 
hours  of  operation. 

We  recommend  that  the  Director  of  Planning: 

Reallocate  a minimum  of  two  existing,  highly  qualified,  full- 
time planners  to  the  Information  Office. 

Require  all  Departmental  planners,  including  the  Assistant 
Directors,  to  provide  public  information  counter  service  for 
two  to  three  hours  each  week. 

Have  all  written  handout  materials,  including  all  of  the 
various  applications,  reviewed  for  currency  and  legibility. 

Provide  for  the  Information  Manager  to  report  directly  to  the 
Director  for  a period  of  one  year. 

Rotate  Information  Office  staff  to  regular  staff  assignments 
on  a phased  basis. 

Enhance  the  status  of  the  Information  Office  and  assignment 
thereto  in  every  way  possible. 
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COSTS/BENEFITS 


Implementation  of  these  recommendations  would  result  in 
information  being  provided  to  the  public  that  is  accurate,  complete,  timely, 
and  during  normal  City  governmental  working  hours.  An  additional 
benefit  would  be  a better  informed  Departmental  staff  because  of  the 
requirement  for  all  planners  to  have  a level  of  Planning  Code 
understanding  that  would  permit  these  planners  to  provide  service  on  the 
Information  Counter.  All  Department  planners  would  have  the  shared 
experience  of  serving  on  the  information  counter  and  a common 
awareness  of  planning  issues  important  to  the  public. 

The  cost  of  providing  these  enhanced  services  would  be  a minimum 
of  two  additional  planners  at  an  estimated  annual  salary  and  benefit  cost 
of  $55,000  each  and  30  additional  staff  hours  of  service  on  the  information 
counter  each  week.  The  additional  resources  for  these  enhanced  resources 
could  be  performed  within  the  Department's  authorized  staff  position 
strength  by  realigning  staff  as  recommended  in  Section  8.1 
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SECTION  5:  ENVIRONMENTAL  REVIEW  ISSUES 


SECTION  5.1:  ENVIRONMENTAL  REVIEW  FEES 

THE  DEPARTMENT  OF  CITY  PLANNING 
DOES  NOT  CHARGE  FEES  FOR 
ENVIRONMENTAL  CERTIFICATES  OF 
EXEMPTION  OR  FOR  THE  APPEAL  OF 
ENVIRONMENTAL  REVIEW  CASES,  EVEN 
THOUGH  THE  CITY'S  ADMINISTRATIVE 
CODE  REQUIRES  SUCH  FEES  AND 
CONTAINS  SPECIFIC  PROVISIONS  FOR 
THESE  FEE  COLLECTIONS.  ALSO,  THE 
DEPARTMENT  DOES  NOT  IMPOSE  THE 
SAME  REQUIREMENTS  FOR  FEE 
COLLECTION  ON  OTHER  CITY 
DEPARTMENTS  THAT  ARE  IMPOSED  ON 
PRIVATE  CITIZENS.  BY  AMENDING  THE 
ADMINISTRATIVE  CODE,  IMPLEMENTING 
RECORDKEEPING  PROCEDURES,  CHARGING 
ESTABLISHED  FEES  AND  ENFORCING  THE 
SAME  PROCEDURES  FOR  ALL  FEE 
COLLECTIONS,  THE  DEPARTMENT  COULD 
GENERATE  INCREASED  REVENUES 
ESTIMATED  TO  AMOUNT  TO 
APPROXIMATELY  $29,000  ANNUALLY. 

Certificates  of  Exemptions 

Section  31.46  (8)  of  the  San  Francisco  Administrative  Code  specifies  that  the 
Department  of  City  Planning  shall  charge  the  basic  fee  of  $100  for  the  preparation 
of  a Certificate  of  Exemption  from  Environmental  Review.  The  Certificate  of 
Exemption  is  a form,  prepared  by  the  Department  of  City  Planning's  Office  of 
Environmental  Review  (OER),  that  contains  the  determination  that  a specified 
project  is  exempt  or  excluded  from  the  California  Environmental  Quality  Act 
(CEQA)  requirements.  The  issuance  of  the  Certificate  of  Exemption  determines 
that  a Negative  Declaration  or  an  Environmental  Impact  Report  does  not  need  to 
be  prepared  for  the  proposed  project. 

Currently,  the  Department  of  City  Planning  does  not  collect  any  fees  for  the 
preparation  of  the  Certificate  of  Exemption  or  for  the  alternative  categorical 
exemption  method.  An  alternative,  and  less  formal  method  to  preparing  a 
Certificate  of  Exemption  for  projects  determined  to  be  exempt  from  environmental 
review  requirements  is  being  used  by  the  Department  in  many  cases.  In  these 
cases,  the  project  sponsor  submits  a letter  to  the  Office  of  Environmental  Review 
requesting  that  a determination  be  made.  The  assigned  staffperson  typically 
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reads  the  material  submitted  and  if  the  project  is  found  to  be  exempt  from  the 
regulations,  the  staffperson  identifies  the  class  number  of  the  exemption,  dates, 
signs  and  hand  stamps  "Categorical  Exemption  From  Environmental  Review"  on 
the  face  of  the  sponsor's  letter.  Copies  are  made  for  the  files  and  posted  and  a copy 
is  returned  to  the  sponsor. 

According  to  OER  staff,  although  it  is  generally  easier  to  complete  the 
letter-stamped  Categorical  Exemptions,  there  is  no  required  method  or  procedure 
to  determine  the  type  of  Categorical  Exemption  review  that  should  be  undertaken. 
Furthermore,  each  year  approximately  four  to  six  of  these  project  reviews  do  not 
meet  the  criteria  for  a Categorical  Exemption.  In  these  cases,  after  the  initial 
review,  the  project  sponsor  is  notified  to  submit  a formal  application  for 
environmental  review.  Fees  would  then  be  collected,  based  on  the  estimated 
construction  costs  of  the  proposed  project. 

The  staffperson  who  is  assigned  most  of  these  Categorical  Exemption  cases 
estimates  that  although  each  review's  requirements  can  vary  significantly,  on 
average,  it  takes  approximately  60  to  90  minutes  to  complete  the  Certificate  of 
Exemption  form  and  an  average  of  approximately  30  to  60  minutes  to  complete  the 
letter-stamped  Categorical  Exemptions.  Based  on  estimated  salary,  benefit  and 
overhead  costs,  it  thus  costs  the  Department  approximately  $40  to  $60  to  complete 
the  Certificate  of  Exemption  form  and  approximately  $20  to  $40  to  complete  the 
letter  stamped  Categorical  Exemptions. 

In  FY  1987-88,  52  Certificate  of  Exemption  forms  were  completed  and  84 
letter-stamped  Categorical  Exemptions  were  completed,  for  a total  of  136 
determinations  of  environmental  exemption.  According  to  the  City  Attorney, 
given  the  specific  language  of  the  Administrative  Code  Section,  the  Department  of 
City  Planning  can  only  collect  the  $100  fee  if  the  Certificate  of  Exemption  form  is 
prepared.  Furthermore,  seven  of  the  52  Certificate  of  Exemption  forms  were 
completed  for  the  Department  of  City  Planning,  the  Planning  Commission  or  the 
Board  of  Supervisor  sponsored  projects,  all  of  which  would  be  exempt  from  paying 
any  fees.  If  the  $100  fee  had  been  charged  for  the  remaining  45  Certificates  of 
Exemption  only,  the  Department  could  have  collected  $4,500  of  additional  fee 
revenue  in  FY  1987-88. 

Given  the  number  of  proposed  Categorical  Exemption  projects  that  the 
Department  is  reviewing,  the  actual  time  and  costs  to  prepare  these  exemptions 
and  the  existing  fee  mandates,  the  Department  of  City  Planning  should  initiate  an 
amendment  to  extend  the  provisions  of  Section  31.46(8)  of  the  Administrative 
Code  so  that  a fee  would  be  collected  if  a project  must  be  separately  reviewed  by  the 
Office  of  Environmental  Review  to  determine  if  that  project  meets  the  criteria  for  a 
Categorical  Exemption.  Our  review  of  several  City  and  County  Planning 
Departments  in  the  Bay  Area  found  that  San  Mateo  County,  Marin  County  and 
the  City  of  San  Jose  charge  an  average  of  an  $85  fee  for  a determination  of 
categorical  exemption.  However,  given  actual  Departmental  costs  and  the 
adoption  of  this  amendment  to  extend  the  fee  provisions,  the  fee  should  also  be 
reduced  from  the  current  $100  to  $50.  Assuming  a comparable  number  of 
Categorical  Exemptions  were  submitted  for  review  in  future  years,  this  would 
result  in  an  additional  estimated  $6,700  of  annual  revenue  to  the  Department. 
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Appealed  Environmental  Review  Cases 


Any  determination  of  the  environmental  impacts  of  a project  prepared  by 
the  Department  of  City  Planning's  Office  of  Environmental  Review  can  be 
appealed  to  the  Planning  Commission.  In  most  cases,  appeals  are  brought  by 
opponents  of  projects  when  negative  declarations  are  prepared  for  the  projects.  A 
negative  declaration  is  a determination  that  a.  proposed  project  could  not  have  a 
significant  effect  on  the  environment.  A negative  declaration  also  contains  a 
description  of  the  proposed  project,  an  initial  evaluation  study  documenting  the 
reasons  to  support  the  finding  of  no  significant  impact  on  the  environment  and 
may  include  mitigation  measures  which  must  be  incorporated  in  the  project  in 
order  to  avoid  potentially  significant  impacts. 

The  City  Planning  Commission  must  schedule  a public  hearing  for  each 
appeal  within  20  days  after  the  appeal  is  filed.  At  the  hearing,  if  it  is  a negative 
declaration  that  is  being  appealed,  the  Planning  Commission  can  agree  that  the 
project  could  not  have  a significant  effect  on  the  environment  and  thus  affirm  the 
negative  declaration.  However,  if  the  Planning  Commission  finds  that  the  project 
may  have  a significant  impact  on  the  environment,  it  can  overrule  the  negative 
declaration  and  may  order  the  preparation  of  an  environmental  impact  report. 

According  to  Section  31.46(3)  of  the  Administrative  Code,  for  an  appeal  to 
the  City  Planning  Commission,  the  appellant  is  charged  a flat  fee  of  $50*  and  the 
project  sponsor  is  charged  an  amount  based  on  the  time  and  materials  that  the 
Department  of  City  Planning  expends  on  responding  to  the  appeal.  Although  the 
Department  is  collecting  the  $50  appellant  fee  at  the  time  the  appeal  is  submitted, 
the  Department  of  City  Planning  is  not  charging  the  project  sponsor  any  fees  for 
preparing  the  appeal. 

An  analysis  of  five  different  negative  declaration  appeal  cases  during  FY 
1987-88  found  that  a wide  range  of  time  and  effort  was  being  expended  by  the 
Department,  depending  upon  the  objections  raised  and  the  difficulties  of  each 
case.  Table  5 identifies  the  length  of  time  that  each  of  these  five  cases  was  on 
appeal,  the  number  of  hours  that  the  Environmental  Review  staff  expended  on 
each  appeal  and  the  estimated  cost  of  the  time  and  materials,  including  overhead, 
that  the  Department  of  City  Planning  expended,  based  on  time  records  reported  by 
individual  staff  and  the  Department's  actual  costs  as  of  December,  1987. 


of  September  6,  1988,  this  appeal  fee  was  increased  from  $50  to  $75. 
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Table  5 


Five  Sample  Negative  Declaration  Appeal  Cases 

WFY1987-88 


Length  of  Time  Number  of  Hours  Total  Cost 
Case  Number  (Davs)  Expended  Time  and  Materials 


87.335E 

87.417E 

87.471E 

87.523E 

87.748EZ 


3 

78 

32 

23 

45 


9.0 

112.0 

83.0 

57.75 

80.75 


$ 307 
4,174 
3,094 
2,142 
2,864 


Average 


36 


68.5 


$2,516 


As  shown  in  Table  5,  the  five  cases  were  on  appeal  an  average  of  36  days,  although 
the  length  of  each  appeal  varied  considerably,  ranging  from  three  days  on  one 
appealed  case  that  was  resolved  quickly  to  one  appealed  case  that  extended  over 
two  and  a half  months.  During  this  time  an  average  of  68.5  hours  of  work  were 
directly  expended  by  the  Environmental  Review  staff,  although  again  the  staff 
requirements  for  each  appealed  case  varied  considerably.  This  resulted  in  an 
overall  average  of  $2,516  of  time  and  materials  being  expended  by  the  Planning 
Department  for  these  five  appealed  cases  in  FY  1987-88. 

According  to  the  Department’s  records,  a total  of  13  projects  were  appealed 
in  FY  1987-88,  all  of  which  were  negative  declaration  cases.  Of  these  13  appealed 
projects,  four  would  be  exempt  from  paying  any  fees  because  they  were  sponsored 
by  the  Board  of  Supervisors,  the  Department  of  City  Planning  or  the  Planning 
Commission.  The  remaining  nine  appealed  cases,  however,  should  have  been 
charged  the  appropriate  amount  of  fees,  depending  upon  the  time  and  materials 
expended.  Assuming  the  average  cost  of  $2,516,  as  indicated  in  Table  5 above,  the 
Department  of  City  Planning  should  have  collected  an  additional  $22,644  in  appeal 
fee  revenues  in  FY  1987-88.  This  estimate  does  not  include  the  amount  of 
administrative  time  that  would  be  required  to  itemize  staff  hours  and  costs  for 
billing  purposes,  although  this  amount  should  not  be  significant. 

The  Department  of  City  Planning  should  begin  to  separately  record  the  date 
that  each  appeal  is  filed  in  order  to  accurately  track  the  costs  of  preparing  the 
appeal.  At  the  time  the  project  is  appealed,  a letter  should  be  sent  to  notify  the 
project  sponsor  that  from  that  day  forward,  all  hours,  labor  and  material  costs 
must  be  paid  by  the  project  sponsor.  The  staff  in  the  Office  of  Environmental 
Review  currently  record  their  hours  on  their  weekly  timesheets  according  to 
projects  and  case  numbers.  Thus,  it  should  be  a relatively  easy  procedure  to 
accumulate  the  total  number  of  hours  expended  on  each  appeal  by  totalling  all 
participating  staff  timesheets,  after  the  environmental  review  is  completed. 
Appropriate  clerical  overhead,  implementation  staff  overhead,  non-salary 
implementation  overhead  and  administration  overhead  costs  should  be  included 
in  the  analysis.  A final  reconciliation  should  be  forwarded  to  the  project  sponsor 
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for  payment  and  the  final  project  permitCs)  should  not  be  issued  until  these  appeal 
fees  are  paid. 

It  should  be  noted  that  several  staffpersons  raised  some  concern  regarding 
the  charging  of  the  project  sponsor  for  the  full  cost  of  the  environmental  appeal. 
This  issue  was  raised  because  it  is  believed  that  oftentimes  an  appellant  may 
appeal  an  environmental  determination  because  the  appellant  is  opposed  to  the 
project's  approval  and  not  necessarily  because  the  appellant  disagrees  with  or  is 
opposed  to  the  environmental  determination.  Thus,  bringing  such  an  appeal  is  a 
means  of  delaying  the  entire  project  and  forcing  the  project  sponsor  to  incur 
additional  costs. 

Other  C^ty  Department 

Based  on  another  analysis  conducted  as  part  of  this  audit,  we  found  that 
several  City  departments  that  required  Planning  Department  environmental 
reviews  were  delaying  their  required  payments  and,  in  some  cases,  we  could  not 
find  any  documentation  that  these  payments  were  being  made.  That  is  because 
environmental  review  applications  that  are  received  from  other  City  Departments 
do  not  always  follow  the  same  procedures  that  are  required  for  private  citizens. 
Under  the  current  procedures,  no  application  is  received  from  a private  citizen 
unless  that  application  is  accompanied  by  a check  for  the  amount  of  fees  required 
for  the  type  of  permit  or  review  required.  Each  environmental  review  application 
is  then  completed  by  the  staff  to  include  the  amount  of  fees  paid,  the  date  and  is 
signed  by  the  planner  receiving  the  application.  A receipt  for  payment  of  fees  is 
sent  to  the  applicant  and  another  receipt  is  maintained  by  the  Department.  Thus, 
a review  of  individual  applicant  files  can  identify  the  application,  the  amount  of 
fees  paid  and  the  date  of  payment. 

Environmental  applications  that  are  submitted  by  other  City  departments 
are  not  necessarily  received  over  the  Zoning  Counter,  as  is  the  case  with  all 
private  citizen  applications.  In  some  cases,  these  City  departments  will  submit 
their  applications  directly  to  the  Office  of  Environmental  Review,  which  is  the 
Department  of  City  Planning  Section  that  would  be  reviewing  the  application. 
Based  on  discussions  with  planners  who  work  at  the  Zoning  Counter,  even  those 
City  department  applications  that  are  submitted  over  the  counter  often  will  be 
accepted  without  a check  or  payment  voucher  for  the  amount  of  fees. 

In  most  cases,  the  environmental  review  work  will  begin  on  these  City 
department  applications,  even  without  receipt  of  the  fees.  The  collection  of  the 
required  fees  then  becomes  the  responsibility  of  the  individual  planner  who  is 
assigned  the  environmental  review  of  the  proposed  project.  Other  City 
departments  will  generally  issue  direct  payment  vouchers  to  the  staffperson 
working  on  the  project  who  is  then  responsible  for  ensuring  that  the  payment  is 
forwarded  to  the  Department's  accounting  division  for  processing.  According  to 
discussions  with  these  planners,  in  most  cases,  they  will  not  issue  their  final 
environmental  report  until  the  fees  have  been  paid.  However,  our  review  of 
projects  submitted  in  1987  and  the  first  six  months  of  1988  found  that  the  fees  for 
one  Department  of  Public  Health  project  were  not  submitted  until  approximately  a 
month  after  the  final  report  was  issued,  no  record  of  paid  fees  could  be  found  for 
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one  Sheriff  s Department  project,  there  were  no  records  in  the  project  files  that 
the  fees  had  been  paid  for  three  other  City  departments  projects  and  to  date,  no 
fees  have  been  received  for  one  Public  Health  Department  project  and  one  MUNI 
project  that  are  currently  active  projects  in  the  City  Planning  Department. 

Complicating  the  fact  that  other  City  department  fees  are  often  not  paid 
when  the  application  for  work  is  submitted  is  the  inability  to  track  any  of  these 
payments.  Unless  the  fees  are  paid  at  the  outset,  there  is  no  indication  on  the 
application  or  in  the  project  file  that  any  fees  have  been  paid.  Attempting  to  track 
these  projects  through  the  Department's  administrative  accounting  function  by 
using  case  numbers,  site  descriptions,  City  department  names  and  approximate 
dates  of  completion  resulted  in  only  one  of  nine  project’s  fees  being  identified, 
approximately  an  11  percent  recovery  rate.  Through  subsequent  discussions 
with  individual  planners  involved  with  each  case,  it  was  determined  that  some  of 
the  other  projects’  fees  had  been  paid,  but  the  precise  date  or  the  amount  of  the 
payment  could  not  be  confirmed.  As  a result,  it  is  not  possible  to  account  for  the 
loss  of  revenue  to  the  Department. 

In  order  to  insure  that  all  parties  are  treated  equitably  and  that  planners  do 
not  have  to  spend  unnecessary  time  tracking  other  City  department's  fee 
payments,  the  Department  of  City  Planning  should  notify  all  City  departments 
that,  effective  immediately,  all  fees  must  be  paid  at  the  same  time  that  an 
application  is  submitted  to  the  Department.  This  notification  should  emphasize 
that  no  work  will  be  conducted  by  the  Department  of  City  Planning  until  the 
appropriate  fees  are  filed  with  the  Department  and  this  policy  should  be  strictly 
enforced  by  staff  and  management  within  the  Department,  as  it  is  currently 
enforced  for  private  citizens.  If  an  emergency  arises  such  that  the  other  City 
department's  fee  payment  cannot  be  completed  at  the  time  that  the  application  is 
submitted,  the  department  submitting  the  application  must  show  proof  that  they 
have  completed  their  request  for  a direct  payment  voucher  from  the  Controller' s 
Office  to  the  Department  of  City  Planning,  prior  to  any  work  being  conducted.  To 
facilitate  tracking  of  these  payments,  each  application  should  indicate  the  date 
and  the  amount  of  fees  that  were  received  for  the  proposed  project,  regardless  of 
when  the  actual  payment  is  received,  and  a copy  of  the  payment  receipt  should  be 
included  in  the  project  file. 

CONCLUSION 

Currently,  the  Department  of  City  Planning  does  not  charge  fees  for 
Environmental  Certificates  of  Exemption  or  OER  cases  that  are  appealed  to 
the  Planning  Commission,  even  though  the  Administrative  Code  requires 
such  fees  and  contains  specific  provisions  for  these  fee  collections.  The 
Department  of  City  Planning  also  does  not  impose  the  same  requirements 
for  fee  collection  on  other  City  departments  that  are  required  of  private 
citizens.  By  amending  the  Administrative  Code  to  encompass  all  OER 
Categorical  Exemption  reviews,  reducing  the  fee  to  reflect  actual 
Department  costs,  enforcing  this  provision  and  enforcing  the  same 
procedures  for  all  fee  collections  whether  it  is  for  other  City  departments  or 
for  private  citizens,  the  Department  could  collect  approximately  an 
additional  $6,700  in  annual  revenue.  Furthermore,  by  implementing  time 


-73- 


and  recordkeeping  procedures  and  enforcing  the  appeal  fee  provision  of  the 
Administrative  Code,  the  Department  would  have  collected  an  additional 
estimated  $22,644  in  revenues  in  FY  1987-88. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

We  recommend  that  the  Department  of  City  Planning: 

- Immediately  begin  enforcing  the  provisions  of  Administrative 
Code  Section  31.46(8)  to  collect  $100  for  each  Certificate  of 
Exemption. 

- Initiate  an  amendment  to  Section  31.46(8)  of  the  Administrative 
Code  to  extend  the  Certificate  of  Exemption  provisions  to  include 
fee  collections  if  the  OER  must  separately  review  a project  for  a 
Categorical  Exemption  and  concurrently  reduce  fees  from  $100 
to  $50  to  more  accurately  reflect  the  Department's  costs. 

- Develop  and  adopt  time  and  recordkeeping  procedures  for 
assessing  time  and  material  costs  for  eaoh  environmental 
review  case  which  is  appealed. 

- Enforce  the  provisions  of  Administrative  Code  Section  31.46(3)  to 
collect  the  time  and  material  costs  that  the  Department  expends 
on  preparing  for  an  appeal. 

- Immediately  notify  all  City  departments  that  all  fees  to  the 
Planning  Department  shall  be  due  at  the  time  that  their 
applications  are  submitted  for  review. 

- Enforce  existing  policy  for  all  applicants  that  no  work  will 
commence  on  a project  until  the  appropriate  fees  have  been  paid. 

- Institute  a payment  tracking  system  for  all  Planning 
Department  fees. 

£^>STS/BENEFITS 

The  implementation  of  these  recommendations  would  result  in 
increased  revenues  estimated  to  amount  to  approximately  $29,000  annually, 
with  no  additional  significant  costs.  In  addition,  procedures  and  fees 
would  be  more  consistently  applied,  fees  would  more  accurately  reflect 
actual  Department  costs,  staff  would  spend  less  time  tracking  fee  payments 
and  improved  time,  recordkeeping  and  fee  payment  procedures  would  be 
instituted. 
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SECTION  5.2:  CASELOAD  ANALYSIS  AND  DEADLINES 


THE  DEPARTMENT  OF  CITY  PLANNING 
DOES  NOT  ACCURATELY  RECORD  OR 
SUFFICIENTLY  MONITOR  COMPLETION  OF 
ITS  PROJECTS.  FURTHER,  THE 
ENVIRONMENTAL  REVIEW  AND  PROJECT 
REVIEW  FUNCTIONS  ARE  INEFFICIENTLY 
PERFORMED  BY  SEPARATE  STAFF.  THIS 
CONTRIBUTES  TO  THE  DEPARTMENT’S 
FAILURE  TO  PROCESS  APPROXIMATELY 
30  PERCENT  OF  ITS  CASES  WITHIN  THE 
FOUR  MONTH  MAXIMUM  TIMEFRAME  GOAL 
ESTABLISHED  BY  THE  DEPARTMENT’S 
OFFICE  OF  ENVIRONMENTAL  REVIEW 
(OER).  BY  DEVELOPING  A 

COMPREHENSIVE  CASE  MONITORING  AND 
TRACKING  SYSTEM,  REQUESTING  AN 
AMENDMENT  OF  THE  CALIFORNIA 
ENVIRONMENTAL  QUALITY  ACT  (CEQA), 

REVISING  THE  ADMINISTRATIVE  CODE  TO 
BE  CONSISTENT  WITH  CEQA  AND 
COMBINING  ENVIRONMENTAL  REVIEW 
WITH  PROJECT  REVIEW  FUNCTIONS,  THE 
ENVIRONMENTAL  AND  PROJECT  REVIEW 
PROCESSES  COULD  BE  EXPEDITED. 

Caseload  Analysis 

We  identified  a total  of  180  environmental  review  cases  in  1987  and  87  cases 
in  1988  (or  a total  of  174  annualized  cases  in  1988)  based  on  a review  of  all  projects 
that  were  assigned  case  numbers  and  subsequently  required  a separate  review  by 
the  Office  of  Environmental  Review  (OER)  during  1987  and  the  first  six  months  of 
1988.  In  comparison,  a total  of  approximately  850  project  cases  were  submitted  to 
the  Department  of  City  Planning  in  1987  and  approximately  450  project  cases  were 
submitted  during  the  first  six  months  of  1988.  Thus,  approximately  20  percent  of 
the  projects  submitted  for  review  to  the  Department  of  City  Planning  required 
some  type  of  separate  environmental  review  during  this  18-month  period. 
Although  environmental  projects  only  represent  one-fifth  of  the  cases  that  are 
reviewed  by  the  Planning  Department,  the  OER  cases  require  an  additional 
review  and  generally  result  in  a greater  amount  of  time  being  spent  to  complete 
the  processing  of  the  project  application. 
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In  mid- 1987,  the  Office  of  Environmental  Review  conducted  an  analysis  of 
its  caseloads  for  1985  and  1986.  A comparison  of  the  Office  of  Environmental 
Review’s  case  records,  categorized  by  type  of  case  for  1985  and  1986,  with  our 
analysis  for  1987  and  the  first  six  months  of  1988  is  included  in  Table  6. 

Table  6 


Office  of  Environmental  Review’s 
Annual  Caseload  Statistics 
for  1985. 1986. 1987  and  the  First  Six  Months  of  1988 

(Jan-Jun) 

1985  1986  1987  1988 


Typgj2fgage 

# 

% 

# 

% 

# 

°fo 

# 

% 

Negative  Dec1 

119 

59% 

91 

52% 

91 

51% 

48 

55% 

EIR2 

14 

7 

6 

3 

9 

5 

8 

9 

Categ  Exemp3 

24 

12 

23 

13 

14 

8 

2 

2 

Gen  Rule  Exd4 

29 

14 

37 

21 

28 

15 

11 

13 

Other5 

16 

8 

18 

10 

38 

21 

19 

22 

Total 

202 

100% 

175 

100% 

180 

100% 

87 

100% 

^Negative  Dec  indudes  cases  for  which  a final  Negative  Declaration 
was  or  is  expected  to  result,  including  cases  which  were  withdrawn  or 
closed  or  are  still  active. 

2 EIR  includes  cases  for  which  a final  Environmental  Impact  Report  was 
or  is  expected  to  result,  and  includes  cases  which  were  withdrawn  before  a Draft 
EIR  was  completed,  Negative  Dec  cases  which  were  appealed  and  now  require  an 
EIR  and  EIR  cases  that  are  still  active. 

3 Categ  Exemp  includes  only  those  cases  for  which  a separate 
environmental  application  was  submitted  and  a case  number  was  assigned,  prior 
to  the  determination  that  the  project  was  Categorically  Exempt,  and  does  not 
indude  the  much  larger  number  of  Categorically  Exempt  projects  submitted  for 
review  without  a formal  application  or  assigned  case  number. 

4 Gen  Rule  Exd  includes  cases  for  which  a General  Rule  Exdusion  was  or 
is  expected  to  result,  induding  cases  which  are  still  active. 

5 Other  includes  cases  which  were  filed  in  error,  cases  in  which  the  City 
and  County  of  San  Franrisco  was  not  the  lead  agency  (e.g.,  federal  projects),  cases 
in  which  a Note  to  the  File  was  prepared,  projects  that  were  tabled,  required  a 
Shadow  Analysis  or  were  determined  to  be  covered  by  previous  environmental 
review  and  cases  for  which  suffirient  information  could  not  be  determined. 
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As  shown  in  Table  6,  the  largest  number  of  projects  (202  projects)  were 
submitted  for  environmental  review  in  1985.  Based  on  the  1986,  1987  and 
annualized  1988  number  of  projects,  the  volume  of  projects  submitted  over  the 
subsequent  three  years  remained  relatively  constant,  at  an  average  of  176  projects 
per  year.  Table  6 also  indicates  that  the  majority  of  project  cases  that  are  received 
by  the  OER  require  the  preparation  of  a Negative  Declaration.  The  smallest 
percent  of  cases  require  the  preparation  of  the  more  extensive  Environmental 
Impact  Report  (EIR). 

It  should  be  noted  that  the  number  of  Categorical  Exemption  cases 
identified  in  Table  6 do  not  include  the  much  larger  number  of  cases  that  are 
determined  to  be  categorically  exempt  before  the  project  is  assigned  a case 
number.  The  significant  decrease  in  Categorically  Exempt  cases  in  1988  may  be  a 
result  of  an  increasing  number  of  informal  Categorically  Exempt  reviews  that  are 
being  conducted  (See  Section  5.1  for  a further  discussion  of  these  more  informal 
Categorically  Exempt  cases).  The  significant  increase  in  the  number  and  relative 
proportion  of  Other  projects  in  1987  and  1988  is  because  our  analysis  was  based  on 
data  collected  from  the  OER  Log,  in  conjunction  with  time  records  maintained  by 
the  OER  staff  during  these  years,  and  there  were  a number  of  discrepancies 
between  these  sources  of  data,  which  we  could  not  reconcile. 

OER  Log 

One  of  the  difficulties  of  documenting  precise  OER  caseloads  is  the 
discrepancy  between  the  data  that  are  available.  The  OER  clerical  staff  maintain 
a project  log,  manually  recording  each  environmental  review  project  according  to 
case  number  and  the  date  that  the  environmental  review  application  is  submitted 
to  the  Department.  The  log  also  contains  the  name  of  the  applicant,  an  address  or 
description  of  the  project,  the  amount  of  fees  paid  and  the  initials  of  the  OER 
planner  assigned  the  review  of  the  project.  As  the  project  proceeds,  additional 
information  is  included,  such  as  the  type  of  review  conducted,  any  preliminary 
reports,  ads  that  were  placed  and  the  type  and  date  of  any  final  reports  prepared. 

According  to  the  OER  manager  and  staff,  the  OER  log  is  frequently  used  for 
reference  by  the  staff  to  determine  the  status  of  an  environmental  review  case,  to 
provide  information  to  existing  project  applicants  and  as  an  historical  reference 
for  previous  projects.  An  annual  accounting  of  the  number  of  projects,  the 
amount  of  fees  collected,  the  types  of  reviews  conducted  and  the  number  of 
projects  completed  and  still  active  is  based  on  the  information  maintained  in  these 
logs.  In  fact,  several  staff  commented  that  although  the  overall  Department  s 
case  tracking  system  had  not  been  developed  thus  far,  they  could  rely  on  their 
OER  log  for  accuracy  and  completeness. 
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Our  review,  however,  found  that  there  were  several  projects  that  were 
omitted  from  the  OER  log.  The  discrepancy  was  disclosed  because  we  compared 
the  OER  log  with  the  staff  s time  records  on  which  they  recorded  the  case  number 
of  the  projects  they  were  reviewing.  In  1987,  out  of  a total  of  180  projects,  eight 
projects  were  omitted  from  the  OER  log;  in  1988,  out  of  87  projects,  ten  projects 
were  omitted  from  the  OER  log.  For  the  18-month  period  analyzed,  this 
represents  an  average  omission  rate  of  approximately  6.7  percent.  In  addition, 
there  were  several  other  projects  on  which  OER  staff  time  was  expended,  but  were 
not  assigned  "E"  case  numbers  and  thus  did  not  get  recorded  in  the  OER  log  (e.g., 
housing  and  federal  projects).  These  omissions  appear  to  have  occurred 
primarily  because  of  lapses  in  clerical  assistance  and  oversight. 

The  Department  is  currently  developing  an  overall  computerized  case 
tracking  system  to  identify  individual  cases  by  type  of  case,  permit  number, 
assigned  planner,  date  submitted,  projected  and  actual  completion  dates, 
resulting  permit,  etc.  According  to  the  OER  manager,  the  manually  maintained 
OER  log  will  become  obsolete  when  the  computerized  system  is  fully  operational. 
The  computerized  system  is  anticipated  to  be  fully  operational  by  early  1989.  Until 
such  time  that  the  Department's  case  tracking  system  is  fully  operational,  the 
OER  manager  should  monitor  the  OER  log  to  insure  that  these  records  are  a 
reliable  source  for  complete  and  accurate  information.  This  is  especially  critical 
during  periods  of  clerical  turnover,  vacations  or  illness. 

Staffing  T^vels 

While  the  environmental  review  caseload  declined  slightly  and  then 
stabilized  over  the  past  four  years,  the  staffing  level  within  the  Office  of 
Environmental  Review  declined  during  the  past  two  years.  As  a result,  the 
overall  average  number  of  cases  that  each  planner  is  responsible  for  handling  has 
increased  slightly  in  FY  1987-88  and  FY  1988-89.  Table  7 shows  the  number  of 
full-time  filled  planner  positions  funded  through  General  Fund  revenues  and 
those  planner  positions  funded  through  other  sources  of  revenue  for  the  past  four 
fiscal  years  and  compares  the  total  number  of  planner  positions  to  the  OER's 
project  caseload  during  each  of  these  years. 

The  total  number  of  planner  positions  is  used  in  this  analysis  because 
although  planners  funded  through  other  sources  of  revenues  are  responsible  for 
specific  duties  related  to  those  revenue  sources,  these  planners  are  also 
responsible  for  handling  some  projects  assigned  to  OER.  Conversely,  several 
planners  who  are  funded  through  General  Fund  revenues  are  also  responsible  for 
conducting  work  that  is  not  directly  related  to  project  cases.  For  example,  some  of 
the  supervisory  staff  have  spent  a considerable  amount  of  time  over  the  past 
several  years  developing  training  guidelines  that  can  be  used  by  staff  and 
consultants  for  the  preparation  of  Negative  Declarations  and  Environmental 
Impact  Reports.  Nevertheless,  this  table  does  provide  a general  indication  of  the 
number  of  projects  that  are  submitted  for  review,  relative  to  the  total  staffing  that 
is  available  to  review  these  projects. 
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Table  7 


Environmental  Review  Staffing, 

By  Fund  Sources  and  Relative  to  Caseloads 
in  FY 1985-86  Through  FY  1988-89 


General  Fund1 

Other  Fund2 

Total 

OER 

Fiscal  Year 

Positions 

Positions 

Positions 

Caseload3 

Ratio* 

FY  1985-86 

10 

3 

13 

202 

15.5 

FY  1986-87 

9 

4 

13 

175 

13.5 

FY  1987-88 

11 

1 

12 

180 

15.0 

FY  1988-89 

7 

3 

10 

174 

17.4 

*The  ratios  do  not  reflect  individual  OER  caseloads,  but  rather  represent  the 
overall  average  project  workload  for  the  OER  planning  staff. 

As  shown  in  Table  7,  the  average  ratio  of  the  number  of  cases  per 
environmental  planner  per  year  ranged  between  13.5  and  17.4,  or  an  average  of 
15.4  cases  per  planner  per  year  for  the  four  year  period.  In  FY  1988-89,  it  would 
appear  that  the  caseload  ratio  per  planner  increased,  however,  this  ratio  may  not 
be  a true  indication  of  the  actual  workload  for  individual  planners.  This  is 
because  the  manager  of  OER  is  not  typically  assigned  any  project  cases  and  the 
supervisory  staff  also  have  a lighter  caseload  than  the  other  staff.  Individual 
strengths  and  skills  are  also  taken  into  consideration  when  assigning  projects  to 
planners  such  that  individual  planners  may  have  varying  caseloads.  Arid  finally, 
the  amount  of  work  required  for  an  individual  project  can  vary  significantly 
depending  upon  the  complexity  of  the  project  and  the  type  of  review  required.  For 
example,  most  EIRs  will  require  about  a year  to  complete,  which  is  significantly 
more  time  than  a Negative  Declaration,  and  planners  will  generally  be  assigned 
only  a couple  of  EIRs  in  any  given  year.  Thus,  planners  who  are  responsible  for 
preparing  the  Negative  Declarations  will  have  a substantially  greater  number  of 
cases  per  year  than  indicated  by  the  average  shown  in  Table  7 and  conversely, 
planners  responsible  for  preparing  EIRs  will  have  substantially  fewer  number  of 
cases  per  year  than  indicated  by  the  average  shown  in  Table  7.  Nonetheless,  the 
ratios  indicated  in  Table  7 represent  the  overall  average  project  workload  for  the 
OER  planning  staff. 


1 General  Fund  positions  do  not  include  two  additional  clerical  support  staff 
dedicated  to  environmental  review  activities  in  each  fiscal  year. 

2 Other  Fund  Positions  include  staffing  supported  by  revenues  from  the 
Port,  the  Mayor's  Office  of  Housing,  Mission  Bay  and  federal  and  state  grants. 

3 OER  caseload  statistics  are  for  the  calendar  years  corresponding  with  the 
beginning  of  each  fiscal  year  (i.e.,  1985  caseload  statistics  sire  shown  for  FY  1985- 
86).  Caseload  statistics  for  1988-89  have  been  annualized  based  on  the  number  of 
cases  submitted  during  the  first  six  months  of  1988. 
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Time  Required  to  Cfrmpteto  Enyireropentel  Review 


Regardless  of  the  number  of  projects  assigned  to  the  OER  and  the  level  of 
staffing  available,  the  California  Environmental  Quality  Act  (CEQA)  mandates 
compliance  with  specific  timeframes  for  the  review  and  completion  of  each 
project's  environmental  review.  In  addition,  the  OER  has  developed  its  own 
timeframe  goals  for  completing  each  environmental  review  and  the  Planning 
Code  specifies  stringent  timeframes  for  completion  of  each  Board  of  Supervisor 
initiated  project.  In  many  cases,  these  CEQA  mandates,  goals  of  the  Department 
and  Code  requirements  are  not  being  complied  with  by  the  Department  of  City 
Planning. 

For  example,  according  to  Section  15101  of  the  CEQA  Guidelines,  the 
Department  of  City  Planning  has  up  to  30  days  to  determine  if  an  environmental 
review  application  is  incomplete  and  to  notify  the  applicant  regarding  the 
incomplete  application.  Section  21080.2  of  the  State’s  Public  Resources  Code  also 
requires  that  once  the  application  is  deemed  to  be  complete,  the  Department  of 
City  Planning  has  30  days  to  determine  if  a Negative  Declaration  or  an  EIR  will 
be  required.  A review  of  project  files,  however,  indicates  that  the  Department  does 
not  make  a separate  determination  that  an  application  is  efther  complete  or 
incomplete  and  does  not  identify  when  the  type  of  environmental  review  is 
determined  for  each  project.  Thus,  while  a quantitative  analysis  of  the 
Department's  compliance  with  these  Sections  is  not  possible,  a study  of  the 
procedures  and  methodology  of  each  project's  review  indicates  that  the  assigned 
staff  person  may  not  always  have  time  to  review  the  application  for  completeness 
within  the  allotted  30-day  period.  Further,  the  Department  is  not  always  able  to 
comply  with  the  30-day  determination  period,  especially  if  the  OER  needs  to 
conduct  special  studies  (e.g.,  traffic,  archaeological,  etc.)  that  may  require 
additional  weeks  or  months  to  complete.  This  fact  was  corroborated  by  staff  who 
indicated  that  in  some  cases,  they  have  had  to  request  additional  information 
from  applicants  after  the  30-day  period  had  expired  or  that  a project's  review 
could  not  be  readily  determined  within  the  30-day  period,  both  situations  in 
violation  of  the  CEQA. 

State  law  also  mandates  that  once  the  application  for  the  permit  is 
complete,  the  Department  of  City  Planning  has  105  days  to  issue  the  Negative 
Declaration  (Public  Resources  Code  Section  21100.2  and  21151.5  and  CEQA 
Regulations  15107)  and  that  the  approval  or  disapproval  of  each  Negative 
Declaration  project  must  be  completed  within  six  months  from  the  time  of  the 
submission  of  a complete  application  (Government  Code  Sections  65950,  65956  and 
65957).  Extensions  of  time  are  allowed,  but  only  if  the  delays  are  caused  by  the 
project  applicant.  In  actual  practice,  the  burden  is  on  the  applicant  to  know  about 
these  laws  and  to  enforce  the  timely  completion  of  their  review;  the  Department 
does  not  notify  applicants  or  strictly  comply  with  these  mandates.  Furthermore, 
in  most  cases,  applicants  submit  their  applications  for  environmental  review 
separately  from  their  permit  applications  and  thus  these  sections  of  the  State  laws 
that  include  the  permit  application  are  not  directly  applicable. 
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For  those  private  sponsor  cases  that  are  submitted  separately,  there  is  no 
required  timeframe  for  the  completion  of  their  project's  environmental  review. 
Nonetheless,  OER’s  stated  goal  is  to  finalize  each  Negative  Declaration  within 
four  months  of  submission  of  the  completed  application.  That  is  approximately 
120  days,  or  15  days  longer  than  what  is  mandated  by  the  State. 

A comparison  of  all  completed  environmental  review  cases,  except  EIRs, 
compiled  by  OER  for  1985  and  1986  and  the  data  we  compiled  for  1987  indicates 
that  in  many  cases  the  OER  is  not  fully  complying  with  the  State  mandated  time 
requirements  or  its  own  goals.  As  shown  in  Table  8,  the  majority  of  projects  are 
completed  within  three  to  four  months  and  approximately  85  percent  of  the 
projects  are  completed  within  six  months.  However,  this  results  in 
approximately  30  percent  of  the  environmental  review  cases  requiring  longer 
than  four  months,  which  is  the  OER's  goal  for  completion  of  all  projects.  It  also 
results  in  approximately  15  percent  of  the  environmental  review  cases  requiring 
longer  than  six  months  to  complete.  And,  as  shown  in  Table  8,  within  ten 
months,  only  approximately  94  percent  of  the  environmental  review  projects  are 
completed. 


Table  8 

Timeframe  for  Completion  of 
OER  Projects,  Excluding  EIRs 

inim  1986  and  1987* 

Cumulative  Percent  of  Projects  Completed  Within 


Year 

Two 

Months 

Four 

Months 

Six 

Months 

Eight- 

Months 

Ten 

Months 

1985 

44% 

69% 

83% 

86% 

88% 

1986 

31 

69 

87 

96 

96 

1987 

39 

70 

84 

91 

96 

60  Days 

120  Days 

180  Days 

240  Days 

300  Days 

* Data  includes  all  OER  projects,  including  projects  that  were  appealed.  A 
separate  analysis  of  only  projects  that  were  not  appealed  did  not  reflect 
any  significant  difference  from  the  total  sample  of  cases. 


A review  of  the  1987  projects  found  that  there  were  a total  of  22  projects  that 
required  longer  than  six  months  to  complete.  This  does  not  include  the 
approximately  26  projects  submitted  in  1987  that  were  still  active  at  the  time  of  our 
analysis  during  the  late  summer  of  1988,  nor  a project  that  was  submitted  in  1985 
that  is  still  not  completed,  over  three  years  later.  These  still  active  cases, 
although  not  included,  would  also  exceed  all  of  the  timeframes  identified  in  Table 
8.  A case  by  case  review  of  each  of  the  projects  that  took  longer  than  six  months 
found  that  there  was  no  explanation  for  the  significant  delay  in  some  cases,  and 
several  projects  could  have  been  closed  at  an  earlier  date  than  occurred.  Yet, 
many  of  the  delays  resulted  because  of  project  appeals,  because  the  project 
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applicant  changed  the  project’s  scope,  parameters  or  design,  because  special 
studies  (e.g.,  wind,  shadow,  traffic,  geotechnical,  etc.)  are  required  or  often 
because  of  other  requests  by  the  project  applicant. 

Given  the  significant  number  of  projects  that  are  continually  delayed  and 
that  require  extended  amounts  of  time  to  complete,  the  OER  should  develop  and 
implement  a formal  policy  that  each  project's  environmental  review  will  be 
completed  within  a maximum  of  six  months,  if  a negative  declaration  is  required 
and  within  one  year,  if  an  EER  is  required.  If  the  project  applicant  continually 
delays  the  project  or  does  not  provide  the  requested  information  within  a 
reasonable  amount  of  time,  such  that  the  project  cannot  be  completed  within  the 
established  timeframes,  it  should  be  recommended  that  the  project  be 
disapproved.  In  such  cases,  the  project  applicant  would  be  allowed  to  submit 
another  application  at  such  time  that  the  applicant  was  prepared  to  proceed  with 
the  project.  Project  applicants  should  be  notified  of  OER's  policy  at  the  outset  and 
provided  adequate  notice  of  any  information  requests  by  the  Department. 
Similarly,  OER  should  continue  to  expedite  all  environmental  review  cases.  The 
OER  should  also  continue  to  try  to  meet  its  goal  of  a four-month  turnaround  for 
negative  declaration  cases.  This  should  provide  sufficient  time  for  the  OER  to 
review  each  case  and  will  encourage  project  applicants  to  cooperate  with  the 
Department  to  expedite  their  projects. 

It  should  also  be  noted  that  even  more  stringent  timeframe  regulations 
apply  to  each  Board  of  Supervisor  initiated  project,  although  these  timeframes  are 
not  consistently  achieved.  Each  Board  of  Supervisor  project's  review  by  the 
Department  of  City  Planning  must  be  completed  within  30  or  90-days,  depending 
upon  the  type  of  project  or  controls  proposed.  This  timeframe  includes  any 
environmental  review  that  may  be  necessary.  A separate  analysis  of  the  Board  of 
Supervisor's  initiated  projects  in  1987  determined  that  of  the  total  31  projects 
initiated  by  the  Board,  eight  projects,  or  25  percent  of  these  projects  were  not 
completed  within  these  mandated  timeframes. 

Project  Delays 

While  some  project  delays  may  be  attributed  to  individual  project  applicants 
or  fluctuations  in  staffing,  we  identified  several  other  reasons  for  delays  in  project 
and  environmental  review  processing.  One  of  the  most  significant  reasons  is  due 
to  the  number  of  projects  that  require  review  by  the  OER.  OER  must  review  all 
cases  according  to  the  parameters  established  by  CEQA.  CEQA  applies  to  projects 
that  may  have  a significant  effect  on  the  environment.  The  CEQA  Guidelines 
define  "significant  effect  on  the  environment"  as  a substantial  or  potentially 
substantial,  adverse  change  in  any  of  the  physical  conditions  within  the  area 
affected  by  the  project  including  land,  air,  water,  minerals,  flora,  fauna,  ambient 
noise  and  objects  of  historic  or  aesthetic  significance. 
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The  legislative  intent  of  CEQA  is  to  protect  the  environment,  particularly 
new  areas  that  are  more  sensitive  and  thus  have  lower  environmental  thresholds 
for  potential  development.  As  a result,  there  are  some  sections  of  CEQA  that 
specify  that  certain  types  of  projects  or  development  are  exempt  from 
environmental  review  if  they  are  proposed  to  occur  in  urbanized  areas  or  high 
density  areas;  conversely,  this  same  type  of  project  will  require  environmental 
review  in  an  undeveloped  area.  For  example,  according  to  Section  15303(a)  of  the 
CEQA  Guidelines,  if  three  or  fewer  single  family  residences  are  constructed  in  an 
urbanized  area,  it  is  determined  to  be  categorically  exempt  from  CEQA;  however, 
if  greater  than  one  single  family  residence  is  proposed  for  construction  in  an 
undeveloped  area,  it  may  be  subject  to  CEQA.  According  to  discussions  with  the 
staff  of  the  OER,  there  are  other  potential  types  of  small  scale  projects  that  should 
also  be  exempt  from  CEQA  because  no  significant  environmental  impacts  would 
occur.  For  example,  while  CEQA  does  not  apply  and  thus  does  not  require  the 
preparation  of  an  environmental  review  if  one  six-unit  building  is  constructed  on 
a lot,  CEQA  does  apply  and  an  environmental  evaluation  is  required  if  two  three- 
unit  buildings  are  constructed  on  the  same  lot.  These  two  projects  are  likely  to 
have  very  similar  environmental  impacts  and  CEQA  should  be  applied  uniformly 
and  consistently.  In  fact,  some  of  these  concerns  were  outlined  in  a letter  dated 
September  17,  1982,  from  the  Department  of  City  Planning  to  the  then  Assistant 
Secretary  of  Resources  for  the  State  of  California  in  response  to  proposed 
amendments  to  CEQA  Guidelines.  Although  all  of  the  Department's  suggestions 
were  not  included  in  the  CEQA  Guideline  amendments  of  1983,  there  is  a separate 
procedure  for  proposing  specific  changes  to  the  CEQA  Guidelines.  As  per  Section 
21086  of  the  CEQA  statutes,  the  Department  should  request  the  addition  or 
deletion  of  projects  that  should  be  exempt  from  CEQA  to  the  Governor’s  Office  of 
Planning  and  Research,  including  information  supporting  the  rationale  for 
exclusion  of  these  categories  of  projects.  Increasing  the  number  of  exemptions 
could  ultimately  reduce  the  overall  volume  of  projects  and  enable  the  OER  staff  to 
concentrate  on  those  larger  projects  that  could  have  significant  environmental 
effects. 

Furthermore,  San  Francisco's  Administrative  Code  is  not  consistent  with 
the  existing  CEQA  Guidelines,  which  causes  confusion,  duplicative  efforts  and 
additional  delays  in  the  completion  of  environmental  review  projects.  Chapter  31 
of  the  Administrative  Code  was  adopted  in  1978,  pursuant  to  CEQA  and  the  CEQA 
Guidelines  of  1973,  which  required  local  agencies  to  adopt  corresponding 
objectives,  criteria  and  procedures.  However,  the  CEQA  Guidelines  were 
significantly  revised  in  1983,  resulting  in  some  inconsistencies  in  Chapter  31  of 
the  Administrative  Code.  Although  Section  31.01(b)  of  the  Administrative  Code 
states  that  "any  amendments  to  CEQA  or  the  State  Guidelines  that  may  be 
inconsistent  with  this  chapter  shall  govern  until  such  time  as  this  chapter  may  be 
amended  to  remove  such  inconsistency",  it  has  been  five  years  since  these 
amendments  were  adopted  and  the  resulting  inconsistencies  have  caused 
unnecessary  confusion  for  the  OER  staff  who  consult  the  Administrative  Code  for 
procedural  actions.  For  example,  Section  31.28(d)  of  the  Administrative  Code 
states  that  if  there  are  significant  revisions  to  an  EIR,  notice  should  be  posted  and 
available  for  public  review  for  ten  days  before  the  final  decision  is  made.  This  is  in 
violation  of  the  CEQA  Guidelines  that  require  a 30  day  public  review  and  public 
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hearings  for  significant  changes  to  an  EIR.  Section  31.26(e)  of  the  Administrative 
Code  also  spells  out  specific  required  information  that  must  be  included  in  an  EIR 
to  determine  energy  requirements  for  each  proposed  project.  According  to  the 
OER  staff,  although  this  information  is  included  in  each  EIR  because  it  is 
mandated  by  the  Administrative  Code,  there  are  more  state-of-the-art 
methodologies  for  indicating  energy  consumption  and  use,  which  are  typically 
also  included  in  each  EIR.  These  duplicative  efforts  are  time  consuming  and 
unnecessary.  The  OER  manager  should  work  with  the  City  Attorney's  Office  to 
revise  the  existing  Administrative  Code  for  consistency  with  CEQA,  the  CEQA 
Guidelines  and  current  OER  practices. 

Another  reason  for  some  of  the  delays  in  the  completion  of  projects  is  that 
the  Board  of  Supervisor's  initiated  projects  often  must  receive  priority  over  private 
sponsor  projects,  since  these  Board  actions  must  be  completed  within  a 30  or  90- 
day  period,  including  the  completion  of  the  environmental  review.  In  1987,  a total 
of  31  projects,  or  approximately  17  percent  of  all  environmental  review  projects, 
were  initiated  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors.  In  general,  environmental  planners 
work  to  complete  project  reviews  according  to  a "first  come,  first  served"  basis. 
However,  existing  caseloads  may  get  delayed  if  Board  of  Supervisor  projects  or 
other  high  priority  projects  are  submitted.  4 

These  timing  delays  are  also  complicated  by  the  fact  that  the  OER  does  not 
have  a case  schedule  tracking  system  that  can  alert  planners  of  the  upcoming 
legislated  time  limits  for  each  of  their  projects.  Rather,  it  is  the  responsibility  of 
the  individual  planners  assigned  to  each  case  and  to  a lesser  degree  their  direct 
supervisors,  to  monitor  the  progress  of  each  project.  A case  schedule  tracking 
system  could  trigger  immediate  response  and  action  by  the  planner  assigned  to 
the  project. 

Another  reason  for  the  delays  in  completion  of  environmental  reviews  is 
because  much  of  the  project  review  work  is  conducted  during  the  initial 
environmental  review  period.  This  factor  is  exacerbated  by  the  existing 
Department  arrangement  in  which  the  subsequent  project  review  is  conducted 
separately  and  by  completely  different  staff.  The  environmental  review  is  the 
initial  review  of  a project  and  it  must  be  completed  prior  to  any  other  review  (e.g., 
variance,  rezoning,  conditional  use,  etc.)  or  discretionary  action.  Therefore,  in 
most  cases,  all  issues,  environmental  or  not,  must  be  resolved  prior  to  issuance  of 
the  environmental  review  report  (e.g.,  Negative  Declaration).  This  results  in 
significant  amounts  of  environmental  review  staff  time  being  expended  during 
this  initial  phase.  For  example,  Negative  Declaration  projects  that  require 
Planning  Code  interpretations  or  major  design  choices  may  be  delayed  until  those 
decisions  are  made,  even  though  these  issues  are  not  directly  related  to  the 
environmental  effects  of  that  project.  Then,  once  these  issues  are  decided  and  the 
environmental  review  is  completed,  the  project  applicant  can  apply  for  the  specific 
planning  review  that  is  required.  A separate  application  must  then  be  submitted 
and  a separate  Implementation  Division  staffperson  assigned  to  the  case.  The 
new  staffperson  must  review  the  project's  background  materials  and  prepare  a 
separate  project  description,  despite  the  fact  that  much  of  this  work  may  have 
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already  been  completed  during  the  environmental  review  period.  This 
duplication  of  effort  is  unnecessary  and  inefficient. 

The  Department  states  that  the  separation  of  the  environmental  review 
process  from  the  project  review  process,  while  it  may  be  more  time  consuming, 
provides  an  independent  assessment  of  the  environmental  factors  relating  to  each 
project.  We  believe  this  independent  evaluation  can  still  be  conducted,  while 
combining  more  efficient  means  of  staffing  for  the  review  of  projects.  In  fact, 
combining  these  functions  is  typical  of  many  of  the  other  planning  departments 
that  we  surveyed  and  Section  15004(c)  of  the  CEQA  Guidelines  states  that  the 
environmental  review  should  be  coordinated  with  the  existing  planning,  review 
and  project  approval  processes.  When  the  lead  agency  is  a State  agency,  the 
environmental  document  is  included  as  part  of  the  regular  project  report.  We 
understand  that  the  project  review  staff  may  have  some  difficulty  in  assessing  the 
more  technical  environmental  impacts  of  a given  project,  however,  with  some 
training,  the  environmental  review  staff  would  be  able  to  assess  the  planning 
parameters  of  any  given  project  and  the  project  review  staff  may  be  able  to  assess 
the  environmental  impacts  of  the  simpler  Categorically  Exempt  or  General  Rule 
Exclusion  cases.  Since  approximately  20  percent  of  all  project  cases  are  reviewed 
by  the  OER,  if  the  same  staSperson  assigned  the  environmental  review  were  also 
responsible  for  the  planning  review,  it  should  significantly  lessen  the  caseload  for 
the  project  review  staff,  while  expediting  these  cases.  This  change  would  also  be 
beneficial  for  the  project  applicant,  who  would  find  it  easier  working  with  the 
same  staflperson  throughout  the  Planning  Department's  review  process. 

Since  the  responsibility  for  the  project  review  would  be  placed  on  the  OER,  it 
may  be  necessary  to  transfer  several  project  review  planners  to  the  OER. 
Currently,  there  are  approximately  19  full  time  equivalent  staff  planners  who  are 
responsible  for  reviewing  approximately  850  cases  per  year,  or  an  average  of  45 
cases  per  planner  per  year.  Assuming  20  percent  of  their  workload,  or  170  cases, 
were  transferred  to  OER,  given  the  relatively  stable  environmental  review 
caseloads,  an  average  expected  workload  could  be  devised  to  determine  the  level  of 
staffing  required  for  the  OER  relative  to  the  project  review.  Cross  training  would 
also  facilitate  greater  staffing  flexibility  between  these  two  sections. 

CONCLUSION 

The  Department  of  City  Planning  does  not  accurately  record  or 
sufficiently  monitor  completion  of  its  projects.  During  the  past  four  years, 
the  environmental  review  caseload  declined  slightly  and  then  stabilized  at 
approximately  176  cases  annually.  Further,  the  environmental  review  and 
project  review  workload  is  inefficiently  distributed,  necessitating 
duplicative  efforts.  As  a result,  the  Department  fails  to  process 
approximately  30  percent  of  its  cases  within  the  four  month  maximum  goal 
established  by  the  OER.  By  developing  a comprehensive  case  monitoring 
and  tracking  system,  requesting  an  amendment  to  CEQA,  revising  the 
Administrative  Code  to  be  consistent  with  CEQA  and  improving  the 
distribution  of  workload,  the  environmental  and  project  review  processes 
could  be  expedited. 
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RECOMMENDATIONS 


We  recommend  that  the  Department  of  City  Planning: 

Monitor  the  Office  of  Environmental  Review  (OER)  log  to  insure 
that  all  environmental  review  projects  are  included  and  that 
complete  information  is  provided  on  a timely  basis  until  the 
Department’s  computer  tracking  system  is  fully  operational. 

Implement  a formal  policy  that  each  project’s  environmental 
review  will  be  completed  within  six  months  if  a negative 
declaration  is  required  and  within  one  year  if  an  EIR  is 
required;  if  additional  delays  are  caused  by  the  project  applicant, 
the  project  may  be  disapproved. 

Develop  a case  schedule  tracking  system  to  alert  planners  of 
upcoming  legislated  time  requirements  for  each  project. 

Work  with  the  City  Attorney's  Office  to  revise  Chapter  31  of  the 
Administrative  Code  for  consistency  witb  the  California 
Environmental  Quality  Act  (CEQA),  the  CEQA  Guidelines  and 
current  practices  of  the  Planning  Department’s  Office  of 
Environmental  Review  (OER). 

Combine  project  review  with  environmental  review  functions 
and  assign  planners  responsibility  for  both  activities  on  the 
same  project  by  transferring  several  planners  from  the  project 
review  Commission  Cases  Section  to  the  Office  of  Environmental 
Review  and  by  cross  training  these  project  review  and 
environmental  review  staffinembers. 

Petition  the  State  to  amend  CEQA  to  change  the  categories  of 
exemption,  relating  to  highly  urbanized  areas  and  to  eliminate 
inconsistencies  in  the  law. 

COSTS/BENEFITS 

The  implementation  of  these  recommendations  would  result  in  a 
more  complete  and  accurate  environmental  review  database,  more 
equitable  staffing  caseloads,  increased  emphasis  on  timely  completion  of 
environmental  reviews,  consistent  local  and  State  regulations,  a reduction 
in  the  duplicative  and  inefficient  use  of  staff  and  an  improved  use  of 
existing  staff  resources. 
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SECTION  6:  ADMINISTRATIVE  MANAGEMENT  ISSUES 


6.1:  JOB  CLASSIFICATION  & PERFORMANCE- 
ADMINISTRATIVE  SECRETARY 

THE  ADMINISTRATIVE  SECRETARY  OF  THE 
CITY  PLANNING  COMMISSION  IS  NOT 
PERFORMING  IMPORTANT  ASPECTS  OF  THE 
JOB  CLASS  AS  SPECIFIED  BY  THE  CIVIL 
SERVICE  JOB  CLASSIFICATION 
DESCRIPTION.  THE  ADMINISTRATIVE 
SECRETARY  HAS  ALLEGED  THAT  HER 
INABILITY  TO  FULFILL  THESE  DUTIES  IS  IN 
PART  DUE  TO  INCREASED  ’’INTERFERENCE" 

BY  THE  BOARD  OF  SUPERVISORS  IN 

PLANNING  FUNCTIONS.  WE  FOUND  THAT 

THESE  DUTIES  CAN  AND  SHOULD  BE  * 

PERFORMED  BY  THE  ADMINISTRATIVE 

SECRETARY,  THEREBY  RELIEVING  THE 

DEPUTY  DIRECTOR  FROM  SUCH 

PERFORMANCE. 

Responsibilities  of  the  Position  of  Administrative  Secretary  rn  the 

Civil  Service  Classification  Description 

Quoted  below  is  the  job  content  of  the  Administrative  Secretary,  City 
Planning  Commission  (underlining  has  been  added  for  emphasis): 

SAN  FRANCISCO  CIVIL  SERVICE  COMMISSION 

Class  Title:  Administrative  Secretary,  City  Planning  Commission 

Code:  1556 

Characteristics  of  the  Class: 

Subject  to  administrative  approval,  performs  the  duties  of  secretary  to 
the  city  planning  commission  in  maintaining  records  of  meetings, 
hearings  and  official  actions  of  the  commission  and  certifying  all  official 
commission  documents  and  resolutions;  serves  as  assistant  to  the  director 
of  city  planning  in  managing  the  administrative  aspects  of  the  operation  of 
the  department,  including  budget,  financial,  personnel  and  genera] 
administrative  services:  and  performs  related  duties  as  required. 
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Requires  major  responsibility  for:  assisting  in  developing, 

coordinating  and  executing  policy  and  methods  of  the  city  planning 
commission  and  director  of  planning;  making  continuing  personal 
contacts  with  the  press,  the  general  public,  representatives  of  organizations 
and  groups,  commissions  and  boards,  requiring  discussion,  explanation 
and  interpretation  of  policies,  codes,  rules  and  regulations;  directing  the 
preparation  and  approving,  reviewing  and  maintaining  important  legal 
and  technical  reports  and  records. 

Examples  of  Duties: 

1.  Supervises  and/or  prepares  and  distributes  agenda,  notices,  minutes 
and  resolutions  of  the  city  planning  commission;  prepares 
correspondence  for  members  of  the  commission;  answers  inquiries 
from  the  press,  general  public  and  government  officials  to  explain 
the  policies  and  actions  of  the  commission. 

2.  Supervises  timekeeping  and  payroll  procedures,  accounting 
activities,  disbursement  of  funds,  requisitioning,  purchasing  and 
inventory  control  of  equipment  and  supplies;  supervises,  ihg 
preparation  of  data  for  budget  requests  and  prepares  budget  requests 
in  accordance  with  policy. 

3.  Acts  as  personnel  officer  for  the  department:  supervises  the 

processing  of  personnel  documents  and records: develops 

performance  standards,  reports,  and  training  programs. 

4.  Conducts  investigations  and  studies  on  administrative  matters  and 
prepares  reports  and  recommendations  to  the  director. 

5.  Represents  the  commission  and/or  director  before  the  board  of 
supervisors,  the  city  agencies,  in  the  superior  court,  and  before 
improvement  clubs,  civic  organizations  and  planning  groups. 

Responsibilities  as  Performed 

The  Administrative  Secretary  is  performing  those  aspects  of  the  position's 
duties  as  they  relate  to  supporting  the  City  Planning  Commission  and  is  not 
performing  those  aspects  of  that  position's  duties  as  they  relate  to  serving  as 
Assistant  to  the  Director  of  Planning  in  managing  the  administrative  aspects  of 
the  Department’s  operation.  Those  administrative  aspects,  which  account  for  as 
much  as  fifty  percent  or  more  of  the  position's  responsibilities,  are  being 
performed  by  the  Deputy  Director  of  Planning. 

With  respect  to  the  "Examples  of  Duties"  as  quoted  in  the  previous  section, 
the  Administrative  Secretary  currently  is  not  involved  in  the  two  underlined 
"examples."  Also,  Exhibit  6 on  the  next  page,  an  extract  of  the  Department's 
Procedures  Manual,  specifies  the  Administrative  Secretary  as  the  person 
responsible  for  the  Department’s  administrative  files. 
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Division/ 
type  of  file 

Administrative  Office 
(continued) 

CPC  Summaries 

CPC  Committee 
Minutes 

CPC  Policy 
Resolution  file 

Microfilm  file 

Records  Center  file 

Inventory  file 
Personnel  files 

Timerolls 

Overtime,  Sick  Leave 
and  Vacation  Records 

Accounting  files 
Budget  files 


Nature  of  contents 


Summaries  of  Commission 
meetings  dating  back  to  1960. 

Minutes  and  Calendars  for 
recent  Committee  meetings  of 
CPC. 

3x5  card  file  with  alphabetical 
listing  of  policy  Resolutions 
adopted  by  CPC,  by  subject. 

File  listing  all  documents  that 
have  been  microfilmed. 

File  listing  all  documents  In 
storage  at  the  Records  Center, 
Including  reports  and  Zoning 
Dockets. 

File  of  all  furniture  and 
equipment  owned  by  the  Depart- 
ment of  City  Planning. 

Active  and  inactive  (confiden- 
tial) personnel  files  contain- 
ing certification  papers, 
probation  forms,  resumes, 
pre-employment  correspondence, 
and  notices  of  Health  Service 
and  Retirement  Service  cost 
adjustments. 

Department's  copy  of  timerolls 
submitted  during  recent  years. 

Current  tally  of  overtime, 
sick  leave  and  vacation 
credits. 

Ledger  sheets  on  object  of 
expenditure  files  for  pur- 
chases made  by  Department 
during  last  10  years. 

Budget  sheets  and  background 
materials  covering  past 
10  years. 


Person  responsible 


Administrative 

Secretary 

Administrative 

Secretary 


Administrative 

Secretary 


Administrative 

Secretary 

Administrative 

Secretary 


Administrative 

Secretary 


Admin 1 s tra ti ve 
Secretary 


Administrative 

Secretary 

Administrative 

Secretary 

Administrative 

Secretary 


Administrative 

Secretary 
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We  have  asked  the  Administrative  Secretary  to  respond  to  the  fact  that 
responsibility  for  the  administration  of  the  Department  is  being  performed  by 
others  in  the  Department.  Her  written  response  is  included  as  Appendix  D to  this 
audit  report.  We  quote  from  her  response  the  following  four  points  raised  as  being 
salient  considerations  regarding  her  position: 

"1.  The  majority  of  the  current  Commission  members  are  new  and  need 
assistance  and  much  more  information  to  make  their  decisions, 
thereby  making  my  job  in  responding  to  their  inquiries  more  time- 
consuming  and  complicated. 

2.  My  current  salary  level  is  below  that  of  the  Planner  HI.  If  I am  to 
supervise  Martha  Kessler,  who  is  a Planner  HI,  I demand  that  my 
salary  be  upgraded  in  accordance  with  legal  requirements  that  there 
be  at  least  a 5%  differential  between  the  supervisory  and  subordinate. 

3.  I do  not  have  a personal  secretary,  and  must  share  two  clerical  staff 
with  five  other  members  of  the  Administration  unit.  Therefore,  my 
typing  and  filing  has  to  be  juggled  among  other  demands. 

4.  The  job  duties  described  were  configured  in  the  mid-1970’s  at  a time 
when  the  Department  was  much  smaller  in  size,  the  Commission 
work  was  substantially  less,  the  bureaucracy  was  far  less 
complicated,  the  Planning  Code  was  much  simpler,  the  Board  of 
Supervisors  was  more  restrained  in  their  interference  with  the 
planning  functions  and  the  public's  involvement  in  the  planning 
process  was  substantially  less,  therefore  the  Department’s  contacts 
with  the  public  were  fewer  in  number  and  less  complicated." 

With  respect  to  the  above  assertions,  we  agree  that  the  vocational  aspects  of 
fulfilling  primarily  Commission-related  responsibilities  have  increased  both  in 
volume  and  in  complexity.  We  think  too  that  the  job  description  and  classification 
of  the  position  should  be  reviewed  by  the  Civil  Service  Commission  to  insure  that 
the  classification  and  rate  of  pay  are  appropriate  for  the  duties  and 
responsibilities  of  the  position.  However,  we  do  think  that  the  responsibilities  as 
specified  in  the  position  description  should  be  performed  by  the  Administrative 
Secretary  and  that  they  can  be  performed  effectively  and  efficiently.  Our  rationale 
for  this  conclusion  is  as  follows: 


-90- 


1.  The  Administrative  Secretary  would  have  a staff  of  five  positions  to 
conduct  the  administrative  functioning  of  the  Department.  Those 
positions  would  be  as  follows: 


The  City  of  San  Jose's  Planning  Department  with  approximately  74.3 
authorized  positions  has  an  administrative  staff  of  two,  and  has  no 
Administrative  Secretary  position  dedicated  to  Planning  Commission 
duties.  As  we  state  in  Section  8,  there  are  major  differences  between 
the  planning  environments  of  San  Francisco  and  San  Jose,  but  a staff 
of  five  with  good  management  should  certainly  be  capable  of 
performing  the  Department's  administrative  function.  As  reported  by 
current  and  past  Departmental  employees,  a former  Administrative 
Secretary  executed  all  of  the  Department’s  administrative  functioning 
with  the  help  of  one  assistant. 

2.  The  Administrative  Secretary  would  have  direct  access  to  clerical 
assistance.  Therefore,  personal  time  devoted  to  such  clerical 
requirements  should  be  reduced  and  output  from  the  clerical  staff 
could  be  planned  to  accommodate  Commission  and  other 
Departmental  administrative  peak  load  requirements. 

3.  Regarding  management  as  a function,  there  is  no  linear  or  direct 
relationship  between  the  amount  of  personal  time  required  of  the 
manager  performing  managerial  functions  (as  opposed  to  vocational 
functions)  and  effective  performance.  Good  managers  learn  how  to 
leverage  their  time  by  effective  delegation. 

We  believe  that  the  Administrative  Secretary  could  perform  the  duties  of 
that  position  as  stated  in  the  job  description  for  Class  1556  with  the  administrative 
staffing  we  are  recommending  for  the  Department  in  Section  8.1. 


The  Administrative  Secretary,  City  Planning  Commission,  is  not 
performing  important  aspects  of  the  job  class  as  specified  by  the  Civil 
Service  job  classification  description.  By  performing  those  duties  and 
relieving  the  Deputy  Director  from  such  performance,  the  productivity  of 
the  Department  can  be  enhanced. 


Position 

Classification  Position  Description 


A635 

1650 

1222 

1426 

1404 


Fiscal  and  Operations  Officer 
Accountant 

Senior  Payroll  and  Personnel  Clerk 

Senior  Clerk  Typist 

Clerk 


CONCLUSION 
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RECOMMENDATIONS 


We  recommend  that  the  Director  of  Planning: 

Assign  responsibility  and  authority  for  the  administrative 
aspects  of  the  operation  of  the  Department  to  the 
Administrative  Secretary  of  the  City  Planning  Commission  as 
prescribed  by  the  Civil  Service  Commission  position 
description  for  job  Classification  Code  1556. 

Relieve  the  Deputy  Director  of  Planning  from  responsibility  for 
the  administrative  aspects  of  the  operation  of  the  Department 
in  order  that  this  position  can  be  assigned  to  management 
control  functions. 

Request  that  the  Civil  Service  Commission  review  the  job 
description  and  classification  of  the  Administrative  Secretary 
to  insure  that  the  classification  and  rate  of  pay  are  appropriate 
for  the  duties  and  responsibilities  of  the  position. 


Implementation  of  this  recommendation  would  result  in  increased 
efficiency  by  assigning  responsibility  for  administrative  functioning  to  the 
position  designated  for  such  performance  and  relieving  the  Deputy  Director 
of  such  responsibility.  The  Deputy  Director's  position  would  be  available  for 
other  functions  as  described  in  Section  6.2. 
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SECTION  6.2:  JOB  CLASSIFICATION  & PERFORMANCE- 
DEPUTY  DIRECTOR 


THE  DEPUTY  DIRECTOR  OF  PLANNING  IS 
NOT  PERFORMING  IMPORTANT  ASPECTS  OF 
THE  JOB  AS  SPECIFIED  IN  THE  CIVIL 
SERVICE  JOB  CLASSIFICATION.  HE  IS 
PERFORMING  A SIGNIFICANT  PORTION  OF 
THE  DUTIES  PRESCRIBED  AS  THE 
RESPONSIBILITY  OF  THE  ADMINISTRATIVE 
SECRETARY  TO  THE  CITY  PLANNING 
COMMISSION.  BY  ASSIGNING  PRIMARY 
RESPONSIBILITY  FOR  MANAGEMENT 
CONTROL  OF  THE  DEPARTMENT,  AS 
DESCRIBED  IN  SECTION  7.3  OF  THIS 
REPORT,  TO  THE  DEPUTY  DIRECTOR,  THE 
DEPARTMENT'S  PERFORMANCE  COULD  BE 
SIGNIFICANTLY  ENHANCED. 


Responsibilities  of  tire  Position  of  Dimity  Oirprtpr  of  Planning  as  Snorified  in  the 
Civil  Service  Classification  Description 

Cited  below  is  a quote  of  the  job  content  for  Deputy  Director  of  Planning, 
including  "Distinguishing  Features"  and  "Examples  of  Duties": 


SAN  FRANCISCO  CIVIL  SERVICE  COMMISSION 
Class  Title:  Deputy  Director  of  Planning  Code:  5115 

Characteristics  of  the  Class: 

Under  general  administrative  direction,  acts  as  the  Deputy  Director 
of  the  Department  of  City  Planning  with  line  responsibility  under  the 
Director  for  the  overall  administration  of  the  department;  assists  in  the 
development,  execution  and  coordination  of  departmental  policies,  methods 
and  procedures  as  mandated  by  the  City  Charter  and  the  Administrative 
Code;  advises  and  assists  the  Director  of  Planning  Code  (sic),  the  capital 
improvement  program,  legislative  referral,  subdivision  control, 
environmental  quality  provisions  of  the  Administrative  Code,  urban 
renewal,  the  community  development  program  and  other  related  planning 
programs;  and  performs  related  duties  as  required. 
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Distinguishing  Features: 

This  single  position  class  has  line  responsibility  under  the  Director  of 
Planning  for  all  activities  in  the  Department  of  City  Planning  including  the 
program  coordination  and  direction  of  all  operations  of  the  Department. 
The  incumbent  in  this  position  has  full  authority  to  act  for  the  Director  of 
Planning  in  his  absence.  The  Deputy  Director  of  Planning  has  primary 
responsibility  for  the  administration  and  management  of  the  department, 
including  personnel  and  accounting  activities,  production  and 
performance  control  and  budget  preparation. 

Examples  of  Duties:  (Underlining  added  for  emphasis) 

1.  Serves  as  deputy  director  of  the  Department  of  City  Planning;  acts  as 
a general  advisor  to  the  Director  of  Planning. 

2.  Assists  the  Director  of  Planning  in  the  coordination  and  direction  of 
all  operational  activities  of  the  Department  of  City  Planning. 

3.  Directs  and  reviews  activities  of  the  major  divisions  of  Plans  and 
Programs  and  Implementation  (Zoning  Administration)  in  the 
Department  of  City  Planning. 

4.  Assists  in  the  formulation  of  departmental  work  programs  and 
assists  in  the  assignment,  scheduling  and  review  of  the  program  of 
work;  assists  the  Director  of  Planning  in  work  production  control. 

5.  Directs  and  administers  the  personnel  operation,  clerical,  graphics 
and  other  support  operations  of  the  department,  including 
maintenance  of  the  departmental  library  and  files. 

6.  Prepares  and  administers  a departmental  budget;  supervises  the 
preparation  of  cost  accounting  reports;  prepares  and  supervises  the 
preparation  of  contracts  for  outside  professional  services. 

7.  Maintains  liaison  with  other  governmental  agencies,  civic  groups, 
professional  societies  and  the  general  public  to  obtain  financial  and 
other  support  for  the  development  and  implementation  of  City 
Planning  programs. 

8.  Assumes  primary  responsibility  in  the  development  and 
advancement  of  subordinates  through  training  and  effective  use  of 
employee  development  programs. 

9.  Acts  for  the  Director  of  Planning  in  his  absence  and  represents  the 
department  in  public  or  official  contact  at  such  time. 
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Responsibilities  as  Performed 


Probably  the  most  important  aspect  of  the  Deputy  Director's  responsibilities 
as  contained  in  the  class  title  description  is  that  of  'line  responsibility  under  the 
Director  of  Planning  for  all  activities  of  the  Department  of  City  Planning 
including  the  program  coordination  and  direction  of  all  operations  of  the 
Department."  The  usual  division  of  responsibilities  under  such  an  arrangement 
is  that  the  Deputy  is  responsible  for  the  internal  functioning  of  the  organization 
and  that  the  Director,  while  remaining  aware  of  what  is  going  on  inside  the 
organization,  focuses  his  or  her  primary  efforts  on  the  organization’s  clients, 
suppliers,  and  on  peer-relationships.  Such  is  the  manner  in  which  many 
organizations  in  both  the  public  and  private  sectors  are  managed. 

The  Deputy  Director  of  the  City  Planning  Department  does  not  in  practice 
have  line  responsibility  for  all  activities  of  the  Department  "including  the 
program  coordination  and  direction  of  all  operations  of  the  Department."  In 
practice,  the  Deputy  Director  is  responsible  for  most  of  the  Department's 
administrative  functions  only. 

Our  observation  is  that  the  Deputy  Director  is  performing  the  following 
duties: 

Supervises  timekeeping  and  payroll  procedures,  accounting  activities, 
disbursement  of  funds,  requisitioning,  purchasing  and  inventory  control  of 
equipment  and  supplies;  supervises  the  preparation  of  data  for  budget 
requests  and  prepares  budget  requests  in  accordance  with  policy. 

Acts  as  personnel  officer  for  the  Department;  supervises  the  processing  of 
personnel  documents  and  records;  develops  performance  standards, 
reports,  and  training  programs. 

Acts  for  the  Director  of  Planning  in  his  absence  and  represents  the 
Department  in  public  or  official  contact  at  such  time. 

The  first  two  duties  cited  above  are  primary  responsibilities  of  the  Administrative 
Secretary,  City  Planning  Commission,  as  prescribed  in  that  position's  job 
description. 

Proposed  Responsibilities 

The  cumulative  effect  of  all  the  findings  we  have  presented  in  this  audit 
report  can  be  summed  as  follows:  The  Department  of  City  Planning  has 
significant  management  problems.  We  have  recommended  a major 
Departmental  reorganization  in  Section  7.2  of  this  report  and  we  believe  that  by 
assigning  responsibility  for  management  control  of  the  Department  to  the  Deputy 
Director,  the  effectiveness  and  efficiency  of  the  Department  could  be  significantly 
enhanced.  The  Deputy  Director  should  relinquish  direct  responsibility  for 
Department  administration  to  the  Administrative  Secretary,  while  providing 
oversight  of  the  function. 
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CONCLUSION 


The  Deputy  Director  of  Planning  is  not  performing  significant  tasks 
integral  to  the  job  description  of  his  class  and  has  not  done  so  since  at  least 
the  incumbency  of  the  current  Director  of  Planning.  By  assigning  primary 
responsibility  for  management  control  of  the  Department,  as  defined  and 
discussed  in  Section  7.3,  and  relieving  him  of  responsibility  for  the 
administrative  functioning  of  the  Department,  the  effectiveness  of  the 
Department  can  be  significantly  enhanced. 

RECOMMENDATION 

We  recommend  that  the  Director  of  Planning  : 

Assign  responsibility  for  management  control  of  the  Department  to 
the  Deputy  Director  of  Planning. 


COSTS/BENEFITS 


The  benefit  of  implementing  this  recommendation  would  be  to 
enhance  the  effectiveness  of  the  Department  of  City  Planning 
by  using  the  experience  and  capabilities  of  the  Deputy  Director 
to  manage  the  day-to-day  operations  of  the  Department. 
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SECTION  6,3:  PROCEDURES  MANUAL  AND  PERSONNEL  HANDBOOK 


THE  DEPARTMENTS  PERSONNEL  HANDBOOK, 
PUBLISHED  IN  1975,  AND  ITS  OFFICE 
PROCEDURES  MANUAL,  PUBLISHED  IN  1974, 
ARE  BOTH  OUT-OF-DATE  . AS  A RESULT, 
NEITHER  IS  COMPREHENSIVE  AND  BOTH 
CONTAIN  INFORMATION  AND  PROCEDURES 
WHICH  ARE  NOT  CONSISTENT  WITH  CURRENT 
DEPARTMENTAL  POLICIES.  BY  REVISING 
AND  UPDATING  THESE  DOCUMENTS,  THE 
CONSISTENT  APPLICATION  OF 
DEPARTMENTAL  POLICIES  AND  PROCEDURES 
WOULD  BE  INCREASED.  BASED  ON  OUR 
FINDING,  THE  DEPARTMENT  HAS  RECENTLY 
INITIATED  ACTION  TO  UPDATE  ITS 
PERSONNEL  HANDBOOK  AND  OFFICE 
PROCEDURES  MANUAL. 


Offire  Proreriures  Manual 

The  Department's  Office  Procedures  Manual  was  published  in  December, 
1974.  It  is  a 105  page  document  that  covers  a wide  range  of  office  procedures.  For 
example,  the  document  includes  such  diverse  topics  as  "Use  of  Office  Equipment” 
and  "Procedures  for  Handling  Matters  to  be  Brought  Before  the  City  Planning 
Commission  " The  Manual  contains  much  valuable  information  but  is  out-of- 
date  in  many  of  its  references. 

An  updated  version  of  the  Manual  would  provide  a valuable  resource  for 
both  seasoned  and  newly  assigned  planners  and  clerical  personnel.  An  update  of 
the  document  would  provide  the  Department  with  the  opportunity  to  review  its 
procedures  and  develop  new  procedures  as  required.  These  new  procedures  could 
take  full  advantage  of  productivity  enhancements  that  have  been  acquired  since 
1974,  such  as  the  Wang  multiple  station  word  processing  system,  Hewlett- 
Packard  computers,  and  much-advanced  copiers. 

The  Department’s  Deputy  Director  states  that  there  had  not  been  enough 
time  available  to  update  the  Manual.  We  have  conveyed  our  thoughts  on  the 
potential  benefits  from  a review  of  the  Department’s  procedures  in  terms  of  doing 
things  more  efficiently  and  perhaps  in  a more  job-enriching  manner  to  the 
Director  of  Planning.  Based  on  our  finding,  the  Department  has  begun  to 
undertake  the  effort  of  updating  the  Procedures  Manual. 


i 
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Personnel  Handbook 


The  Department’s  Personnel  Handbook  was  published  in  August,  1975.  It  is  a 
seventeen  page  document  that  covers  a range  of  personnel  topics.  The  Handbook  as 
currently  issued  contains  a number  of  written  corrections  and  deletions. 

The  process  of  updating  the  Personnel  Handbook  would  provide  the 
Department  the  opportunity  to  include  a more  comprehensive  coverage  of  topics 
peculiar  to  the  Department  and  to  receive  feedback  from  its  employees  on  certain 
discretionary  personnel  policies.  We  are  not  recommending  that  the  Department 
restate  personnel  policies  adequately  covered  in  State  or  Civil  Service  pamphlets.  An 
additional  benefit  would  be  having  an  up-to-date  document  for  newly  assigned 
employees,  an  indicator  to  some  that  the  Department  cares  about  its  personnel. 

As  with  the  Office  Procedures  Manual,  the  Department's  Deputy  Director 
states  that  there  had  not  been  enough  time  available  to  update  the  Personnel 
Handbook.  We  have  conveyed  our  thoughts  on  the  potential  benefits  of  having  a 
current  Personnel  handbook  to  the  Director  of  Planning.  Based  on  our  finding,  the 
Department  has  undertaken  the  effort  to  update  the  Personnel  Handbook. 

CONCLUSION 

The  Department's  Personnel  Handbook  and  Office  Procedures  Manual 
are  both  out-of-date.  Both  the  process  of  developing  new  documents  and  the 
availability  of  current  documents  for  Departmental  use  would  be  beneficial. 

RECOMMENDATION 

We  recommend  that  the  Director  of  Planning: 

Complete  the  updating  and  publishing  of  a current  Office 
Procedures  Manual  and  a current  Personnel  Handbook. 

COgTS/BENEFTTS 

The  process  of  making  current  the  Office  Procedures  Manual  and  the 
Personnel  Handbook  could  be  accomplished  in-house  by  Departmental 
personnel.  The  task  would  require  planner  and  clerical  staff  time  and 
management  review.  There  would  be  no  increase  in  the  Department's  budget. 

The  benefit  of  having  current  office  procedures  would  be  the 
documentation  of  procedures  for  various  processes  as  well  as  the  review  of 
those  processes  to  insure  that  they  are  the  best  for  the  desired  objective.  Also, 
the  responsibilities  and  rights  of  Departmental  personnel  would  be 
documented  in  a current  and  complete  Personnel  Handbook. 
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SECTION  6.4:  THE  DEPARTMENT  LIBRARY 


THE  PLANNING  DEPARTMENT  HAD  AT  ONE 
TIME  A LIBRARY  CONTAINING  SEVERAL 
THOUSAND  BOOKS,  PAMPHLETS,  AND 
MEMORANDA  RELATING  TO  MORE  THAN 
125  PLANNING  TOPICS.  THIS 

COLLECTION  INCLUDED  PUBLICATIONS  OF 
THE  DEPARTMENT  AND  ITS 

CONSULTANTS,  AND  MATERIALS  FROM 
OFFICIAL  AND  PRIVATE  SOURCES  FROM 
AROUND  THE  WORLD.  BECAUSE  OF  A 
LACK  OF  SPACE  AND  STAFF  TIME  TO 
MAINTAIN  THE  LIBRARY,  IT  WAS 
LARGELY  DISBANDED.  BY 

RECONSTITUTING  THIS  LIBRARY  AND 
IMPLEMENTING  APPROPRIATE 
PROCEDURES  FOR  ITS  OPERATION,  THIS 
ASSET  CAN  BE  PROTECTED  AND 
PRESERVED  WHILE  BENEFITING  THE 
EFFORTS  OF  THE  CITY  PLANNING  STAFF. 

Several  planners  we  interviewed  spoke  of  the  need  for  a Department  library, 
a library  that  would  contain  contemporary  journals  and  other  publications, 
background  materials  on  all  aspects  of  planning,  as  well  as  past  studies  and 
reports  of  the  Department  and  other  government  agencies.  We  agree  that  such  a 
library  would  be  beneficial. 

We  have  learned  that  the  Department  of  City  Planning  had  until  the  early 
1980s  a library  containing  several  thousand  books,  pamphlets,  and  memoranda 
relating  to  planning.  A member  of  the  Planning  Department  served  on  a part- 
time  basis  as  librarian.  According  to  the  Department’s  Office  Procedures 
Manual,  the  library’s  several  thousand  documents  were  classified  into  more  than 
125  planning  information  topics. 

According  to  Departmental  staff,  the  library  contained  valuable  studies  and 
reports  of  the  City  Planning  Department,  the  Redevelopment  Agency,  and  other 
California  cities  and  counties  among  its  holdings.  Because  of  a lack  of  space  and 
staff  time  to  maintain  the  library,  it  was  largely  disbanded  in  1982.  Some  of  the 
library  holdings  were  donated  to  the  public  library  and  some  to  local  universities. 
We  have  also  been  informed  that  some  of  the  holdings  were  taken  by  visiting 
students  and  by  staff.  With  the  loss  of  these  resources,  some  continuity  with  the 
past  has  been  lost. 
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The  Department  should  make  the  effort  to  reconstitute  a new  library,  add  to 
its  holdings  over  time,  and  protect  them.  Copies  of  many  planning  documents 
and  studies  can  be  obtained  from  Board  of  Supervisors  files  in  City  Hall  and  in 
storage.  Responsibility  for  maintaining  the  library  could  be  assigned  to  the 
Information  Office.  New  procedures  should  be  developed  and  implemented  to 
ensure  that  the  new  library  is  maintained  for  future  staff  use. 


CONCLUSION 

The  Planning  Department  had  at  one  time  a library  containing 
several  thousand  books,  pamphlets,  and  memoranda  relating  to  planning. 
That  library  has  for  the  most  part  disappeared.  Planners  currently 
assigned  to  the  Department  speak  of  the  need  for  a planning  library.  Efforts 
to  rebuild  a Departmental  library  should  be  undertaken. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

We  recommend  that  the  Director  of  Planning: 

Assemble  a 'library”  from  the  Department's  current  holdings. 

Add  to  current  holdings,  as  much  as  possible. 

Insure  that  the  Department  protects  its  library  holdings. 

COSTSRENEFI1S 

The  benefit  of  implementing  this  recommendation  would  be  to 
eventually  provide  departmental  planners  with  books,  periodicals, 
pamphlets,  and  memoranda  that  could  be  used  as  a store  of  knowledge  on 
how  best  to  approach  contemporary  issues  and  problems. 
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SECTION  7:  MANAGEMENT  ISSUES 

7.1:  MANAGEMENT  AND  EFFECTIVENESS 

IT  IS  WELL  RECOGNIZED  THAT  THE 
DIRECTOR  OF  PLANNING  HAS 
OUTSTANDING  TECHNICAL  PLANNING 
EXPERTISE.  HOWEVER,  THERE  ARE  A 
NUMBER  OF  MANAGERIAL  PRACTICES, 
INCLUDING  A LACK  OF  ADEQUATE 
COMMUNICATION  TO  PLANNERS,  AND 
ORGANIZATIONAL  PROCESSES  OCCURRING 
WITHIN  THE  DEPARTMENT  OF  CITY 
PLANNING  THAT  INHIBIT  PRODUCTIVITY 
AND  HAVE  RESULTED  IN  THE  LOW  MORALE 
OF  NUMEROUS*  PLANNERS  AND  OTHER 
PERSONNEL  IN  THE  DEPARTMENT.  BASED 
ON  OUR  FINDINGS,  THE  DIRECTOR  HAS 
ALREADY  TAKEN  ACTION  TO  IMPROVE 
PRODUCTIVITY  AND  MORALE  IN  THE 
DEPARTMENT.  BY  IMPLEMENTING  THE 
RECOMMENDATIONS  MADE  IN  THIS 
FINDING,  WE  BELIEVE  THAT  THE  DIRECTOR 
CAN  FURTHER  IMPROVE  PRODUCTIVITY 
AND  MORALE  IN  THE  DEPARTMENT. 


The  Department  of  City  Planning  organization  is  based  on  a narrow 
hierarchical  structure,  as  shown  in  Exhibit  7 on  the  next  page,  which  is  an 
extract  from  the  FY  1988-89  Work  Program.  As  discussed  in  Section  6.2  of  this 
report,  The  Deputy  Director,  in  practice,  is  not  in  a line  authority  position  above 
the  two  Assistant  Directors,  but  actually  serves  as  a third  assistant  director, 
Assistant  Director  for  Administration. 

The  Planner  V level  of  managers  is  included  in  the  primary  decision 
making  body.  One  of  the  Planner  V positions  for  Comprehensive  Planning  and 
Development  Programming  is  currently  vacant.  The  Director,  the  Deputy 
Director,  the  Assistant  Directors,  and  the  Planner  Vs  meets  on  a regular  basis 
and  determine  the  Department's  major  actions. 


-101- 


OP  cmr  PLANNING  ORGANIZATION  CHART 
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One  significant  problem  stemming  from  the  particular  management 
processes  of  the  Department  is  that  the  flow  of  information  out  of  the  management 
group  has  been  very  much  restricted.  The  most  prevalent  complaints  from 
planners  were  the  lack  of  communication  throughout  the  Department  and  the 
lack  of  a sense  of  direction.  The  lack  of  information  and  the  lack  of  having  input 
to  the  decision  making  process  have  resulted  in  low  morale  on  the  part  of 
numerous  planners  in  the  Department. 

During  the  course  of  our  audit  we  informed  the  Director  about  the 
communication  problem  within  the  Department  and  he  has  taken  steps  to 
alleviate  the  situation,  such  as  making  himself  more  available  to  hear  the 
concerns  and  suggestions  of  Departmental  personnel.  By  holding  periodic  staff 
meetings  with  all  staff  to  keep  them  apprised  of  the  issues  facing  the  Department, 
staff  morale  in  general  can  be  improved  and  a sense  of  direction  can  be 
established. 

The  Director  of  Planning 

The  Department  Director  is  recognized  by  most  within  the  Department  and 
by  many  we  interviewed  outside  of  the  Department  as  being  a*  very  talented 
negotiator  and  persuader  and  possessing  outstanding  technical  planning 
expertise.  We  concur.  He  is  also  a talented  project  and  crisis  manager  with  the 
ability  to  marshall  forces  quickly,  set  objectives,  and  motivate  subordinates  to 
prodigious  work  outputs  for  the  duration  of  the  project  or  crisis.  An  example  of 
such  efforts  and  abilities  cited  by  Departmental  personnel  is  the  Battleship 
Missouri  information  gathering  and  analysis  effort  during  the  major  debate  on 
that  subject. 

The  Director  is  the  central  figure  in  the  Department  of  City  Planning  not 
only  in  the  formal  sense  but  also  by  force  of  his  personality.  His  practice  of  using 
particular  subordinates  for  the  special  projects  he  involves  himself  in  while 
spending  relatively  little  time  on  normal  activities  means  that  the  many  who  are 
not  involved  in  crises  management  or  special  projects  have  little  contact  with  the 
Departmental  activities  perceived  to  be  the  most  important.  Consequently,  as  has 
been  related  to  us,  many  feel  left  out  of  the  really  important  things  going  on  in  the 
Department.  The  quality  of  planning  and  controlling  (managing)  many  of  the 
Department's  regular  day-to-day  activities  is  not  commensurate  with  the 
Department’s  needs  nor  the  Director's  abilities.  Exhibit  7 lists  those  continuing 
activities  at  the  bottom  of  the  Exhibit. 

The  Operating  Divisions:  Plans  and  Programs:  Implementation 

In  general,  it  is  the  responsibility  of  the  Plans  and  Programs  Division  to 
update  the  Master  Plan,  develop  more  definite  area  plans  to  carry  out  the  aims  of 
the  Master  Plan,  to  write  the  Planning  Code  to  implement  these  planning 
decisions  and  to  conduct  various  land  use  studies.  The  Implementation  Division, 
which  is  headed  by  the  Zoning  Administrator,  is  responsible  for  implementing 
the  requirements  of  the  Master  Plan  and  the  Planning  Code.  From  a managerial 
standpoint,  Plans  and  Programs  is  primarily  concerned  with  planning  activities 
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and  the  Implementation  Division  is  concerned  with  control  activities.  This 
dichotomy  in  responsibilities  has,  though  not  necessarily,  been  partially 
responsible  for  a dichotomy  between  the  two  operating  Divisions. 

With  respect  to  the  nature  of  work,  Plans  and  Programs  is  the  more 
glamorous  part  of  the  Department.  Plans  and  Programs  is  responsible  for 
developing  area  plans,  such  as  the  Downtown  Plan,  that  have  garnered  national 
recognition  and  awards.  Innovation  and  creativity  are  the  cherished 
characteristics  of  those  involved  in  the  Division's  processes  and  in  the  products 
they  produce.  As  previously  stated,  this  Division  is  responsible  for  developing  the 
Planning  Code  which  is  the  implementing  document  for  land  use  in  the  City;  the 
document  which  the  Implementation  Division  uses  to  make  planning  decisions 
and  to  make  recommendations  to  the  Planning  Commission  on  land-use  issues. 

Partly  as  a result  of  innovative,  detailed  planning  work,  partly  for  legal 
considerations,  and  because  of  other  reasons  the  Planning  Code  has  become  an 
unwieldy  document  that,  reportedly,  only  the  Zoning  Administrator  has  a real 
command  of.  The  Zoning  Administrator  himself  has  stated  that  the  Planning 
Code  needs  to  be  completely  edited  and  rewritten  so  as  to  be  more  useable  by  staff 
and  the  public.  The  Implementation  Division  must  apply  the  Code  to  its  myriad 
processes,  including  those  of  providing  information  to  the  public  and  processing 
building  permit  applications.  Performing  those  and  other  requirements  using  the 
current  Planning  Code  is  a difficult  task  and  numerous  planners  resent  having 
what  they  perceive  as  an  unnecessarily  complex  Planning  Code  pushed  off  on 
them  by  the  the  Plans  and  Programs  Division. 

Clerical  Staff  Morale 

Some  of  the  Department's  clerical  staff  are  adversely  affected  by  what  they 
see  as  differential  treatment  with  respect  to  overtime,  lunch  hours,  work  hours, 
and  general  treatment.  As  described  in  Section  7.4,  many  in  the  professional  staff 
have  accumulated  many  hours  of  overtime.  They  are  thus  able  to  absent 
themselves  almost  at  will,  commensurate  with  their  individual  workloads.  Even 
those  who  have  not  accumulated  significant  overtime  are  able  to  control  their 
working  hours  to  a significant  degree  through  current  overtime  earnings. 

Also,  as  shown  in  Section  7.4,  there  is  a wide  range  of  actual  starting  hours 
for  Departmental  staff.  Most  of  the  non-professional  staff  is  at  work  by  8:00  a.m., 
but  the  professional  staff  often  does  not  complete  its  arrival  at  work  until  10:00 
a.m.  or  10:30  a.m.  The  clerical  staff  must  be  at  work  by  8:00  a.m.,  are  held  to  the 
one-hour  lunch  period,  and,  with  few  exceptions,  (primarily,  the  Director’s  and 
the  Zoning  Administrator's  secretaries)  have  little  opportunity  to  accumulate 
overtime.  They  have  little  control  over  how  they  may  spend  their  time. 
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CONCLUSION 


Although  the  Director  of  Planning  has  outstanding  technical 
planning  expertise,  there  are  a number  of  managerial  practices  and 
organizational  processes  occurring  within  the  Department  of  City  Planning 
that,  we  think,  adversely  affect  productivity.  Based  on  our  findings,  the 
Director  has  already  taken  action  to  improve  productivity  and  morale  in  the 
Department.  By  implementing  the  recommendations  made  in  this  finding, 
we  believe  that  the  Director  can  further  improve  productivity  and  morale  in 
the  Department. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

We  recommend  that  the  Director  of  Planning: 

To  the  maximum  extent  feasible,  institute  and  enforce  uniform 
working  hours  for  all  personnel. 

Commensurate  with  operational  requirements,  enforce 
standard  lunch  hours  for  all  personnel. 

Personally  participate  in  staff  meetings  on  a regularly 
scheduled  basis. 

Insure  that  managers  keep  employees  fully  informed  about 
Departmental  activities. 

Emphasize  the  importance  of  performing  "routine"  work,  such 
as  permit  processing,  Planning  Code  violation  abatement,  and 
Master  Plan  updates. 

Give  a wider  range  of  employees,  commensurate  with  ability, 
the  opportunity  to  perform  special  projects. 

Use  interdivisional  teams  on  projects  wherever  appropriate. 

Publish  a monthly  "game  plan"  providing  Departmental  goals 
and  objectives  for  the  immediate  future  and  assessing  progress 
on  previously  stated  goals  and  objectives. 
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COSTS/BENEFITS 


Implementation  of  these  recommendations  would  raise  the  morale 
and  productivity  of  Departmental  members  through  a more  fair  working 
hour  policy,  a better  informed  staff,  and  recognition  for  the  importance  of 
"routine"  work.  Enhanced  Departmental  morale  and  unity  can  be 
translated  into  greater  effectiveness  and  efficiency  through  lower  personnel 
turnover,  understanding  the  need  for  increased  work  output  when  such 
need  arises,  and  having  reinforced  the  importance  of  meeting  goals  and 
objectives.  The  cost  of  implementing  those  recommendations  would  be 
minimal  and  without  any  increase  in  the  Department’s  budget. 
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SECTION  7.2:  REORGANIZING  THE  DEPARTMENT 


THE  DEPARTMENT  OF  CITY  PLANNING  IS 
PRIMARILY  ORGANIZED  ON  A PLANNING 
SPECIALTY  BASIS.  FOR  EXAMPLE, 

DEDICATED  PLAN  CHECKERS  CHECK  PLANS, 

TRANSPORTATION  PLANNERS  DEVELOP 
AND  REVIEW  THE  TRANSPORTATION 
ASPECTS  OF  PLANS  AND  STUDIES,  AND 
VARIANCE  PROCESSORS  PROCESS 
VARIANCES.  THE  PRODUCTIVITY  OF  THE 
DEPARTMENT  COULD  BE  ENHANCED  AND 
RESULT  IN  INCREASED  JOB  SATISFACTION 
BY  MAKING  CITY  DISTRICTS  OR 
NEIGHBORHOODS  THE  PRIMARY  BASIS  FOR 
ORGANIZATION  WHILE  STILL  RETAINING  A 
CORE  OF  SPECIALISTS  IN  COMPLEX  AND 
CRITICAL  SPECIALTIES. 

As  indicated  in  the  organizational  chart  on  page  102,  the  Department  is 
primarily  organized  on  a planning  specialty  basis.  Differences  in  the  nature  of 
work  performed  in  the  operating  divisions  are  covered  in  Sections  7.1  and  7.3.  In 
general,  the  Plans  and  Programs  Division  is  concerned  with  broad  planning 
issues;  innovation  plays  a key  role  in  successfully  solving  the  problems  and 
resolving  conflicts  surrounding  these  issues.  The  major  role  of  the 
Implementation  Division  is  to  process  land  use  issues  as  they  pertain  to 
individual  projects,  that  is,  to  "implement"  decisions  made  in  the  "planning" 
process. 

Some  Plans  and  Programs  Division  planners  are  assigned  to  specialized 
units  such  as  Transportation,  Housing,  or  Open  Space;  however,  the  range  of 
issues  and  concerns  these  planners  are  concerned  with  carry  over  into  other 
planning  disciplines.  Other  Plans  and  Programs  Division  planners  are 
responsible  for  developing  specific  area  plans,  such  as  the  South-of-Market  Plan, 
and  are  thus  involved  with  a broad  range  of  planning  issues  and  disciplines. 

The  focus  on  planning  specialty  is  particularly  strong  in  the 
Implementation  Division.  The  range  of  activities  for  those  planners  assigned  to 
the  Implementation  Division  is  typically  considerably  narrower,  their  tasks  being 
to  apply  rules  developed  in  the  planning  stage  to  particular  land  use  cases. 
Learning  these  rules  and  staying  abreast  of  rule  changes  and  nuances  is  a 
demanding  task.  Also,  no  two  cases  are  exactly  alike.  Given  the  foregoing, 
however,  the  range  of  activities  for  the  individual  planner  is  relatively  narrow  in 
that  the  planners  are  assigned  to  specific  land  use  decision  areas.  Thus, 
planners  assigned  to  building  plan  checking  do  that  and  little  or  nothing  else. 
This  holds  true  for  land  use  decision  areas  such  as  variances,  conditional  uses, 
subdivisions,  etc. 
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We  received  comments  from  various  planners  as  to  their  desire  to  expand 
the  range  of  their  planning  responsibilities.  We  think  that  both  the  satisfaction  of 
these  desires,  the  enhancement  of  Departmental  productivity,  and  improved 
public  service  could  be  achieved  by  reorganizing  the  Department  on  a 
geographical  basis.  This  could  be  accomplished  by  creating  a "Neighborhood 
Planning  Division"  and  retaining  a relatively  small  number  of  specialists  under 
the  Zoning  Administrator. 

As  developed  in  many  of  the  finding  sections  of  this  audit  report,  numerous 
Implementation  Division  requirements  are  either  not  being  performed  or  are  not 
being  performed  effectively.  The  reasons  for  these  deficiencies  are  mainly  either 
managerial  or  a lack  of  resources  to  properly  perform  the  functions.  In  addition 
to  enforcing  an  8:00  a.m.  to  5:00  p.m.  work  day,  we  think  that  the  output  of  the 
Implementation  Division  can  be  enhanced  significantly  by  instituting  the 
following  changes: 

1.  Convert  the  primary  organizing  principle  in  the  Division  from 
planning  specialty  to  geographical  area.  The  Division  would  be 
renamed  the  "Neighborhood  Planning  Division." 

2.  Separate  the  Zoning  Administrator  and  a small  number  of 
implementation  specialists  from  the  Neighborhood  Planning  Division  to 
monitor  and  control  those  functions  required  of  the  Zoning 
Administrator  by  the  City  Charter. 

3.  Transfer  from  the  Plans  and  Programs  Division  to  the  Neighborhood 
Planning  Division  all  planners  not  specifically  and  sufficiently  justified 
for  retention  in  the  Plans  and  Programs  Division  on  the  basis  of  concrete 
outputs,  as  opposed  to  involvement  in  activities. 

The  organizational  scheme  we  are  recommending  would  be  based  on 
neighborhood  cells  composed  of  a variable  number  of  planners  based  on  the  size 
and  complexity  of  the  particular  neighborhood.  These  cells  would  be  responsible 
for  all  implementation-type  activities  in  the  particular  geographical  district, 
including  building  permit  processing  and  variance  processing.  We  also 
recommend  that  these  cells,  in  conjunction  with  the  aforementioned  core 
specialists,  be  responsible  for  rewriting  and  updating  the  Planning  Code.  This 
latter  policy  would  require  that  those  responsible  for  implementing  the  zoning 
rules  would  be  completely  familiar  with  the  rules  through  having  gone  through 
the  process  of  developing  the  rules.  This  concept  could  be  expanded  to  include 
responsibility  for  the  development  of  area  plans.  Such  a concept  would  ensure 
integration  of  planning  and  execution  activities  within  all  areas  of  the  City, 
expand  the  number  of  planners  available  for  implementation  of  duties  by 
transferring  some  planners  from  the  Plans  and  Programs  Division  (because  of 
transfer  of  responsibility  for  development  of  area  plans),  and  provide  a core  of 
expertise  should  a special  study  of  the  area  or  neighborhood  be  required. 

Under  this  proposed  concept,  a core  of  experienced  planners  would  serve  as 
specialty  coordinators  with  responsibility  for  providing  guidance  and  assistance  to 
all  neighborhood  cells  in  their  areas  of  expertise. 
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Shown  below  is  an  organizational  diagram  of  how  specialties  would  be 
organized  under  the  Zoning  Administrator  with  one  Planner  III  or  Planner  IV  in 
each  specialty  area.  Also,  shown  in  the  depiction  is  the  proposed  Neighborhood 
Planning  Division  and  a proposed  division  for  Master  Planning  and  Special 
Studies.  As  discussed  in  Section  5.2,  there  would  be  a need  to  cross  train  planners 
in  the  project  review  and  environmental  review  functions,  to  enable  greater 
flexibility  between  the  environmental  review  staff  and  the  proposed  Neighborhood 
Planning  Division. 

Exhibit8 
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We  believe  that  the  organizational  arrangement  depicted  in  Exhibit  8 has 
the  potential  for  enhancing  the  functioning  of  the  Department  in  a number  of 
respects.  First,  the  span  of  planning  activities  in  which  each  planner  would  be 
involved  should  expand  significantly.  Some  planners  would  be  more  heavily 
involved  with  the  planning  as  opposed  to  the  implementation  aspects  of  area  and 
community  planning  but  as  we  envision  the  task  assignments,  all  planners  in  the 
Neighborhood  Planning  Division  would  be  involved  in  most  aspects  of  planning 
and  implementation  disciplines.  This  expansion  of  responsibility  should  increase 
the  job  satisfaction,  professionalism,  and  we  believe,  the  job  performance  of  many 
of  the  planners. 

Secondly,  the  shared  responsibility  for  an  identified  City  community  by  a 
number  of  planners  should,  we  believe,  foster  better  teamwork  throughout  the 
Department  and,  importantly,  work  to  improve  the  performance,  through  peer 
pressure,  of  those  capable  of  carrying  a bigger  workload  and  performing  at  a 
higher  quality  level  than  they  have  demonstrated  in  the  past.  Thirdly,  the  public 
will  have  access  to  identified  planners  with  whom  to  communicate  their 
concerns.  Overall,  the  Department  should  benefit  from  increased  awareness  of 
and  sensitivity  to  the  public's  sentiments  on  planning  issues. 

Management  in  the  Implementation  Division 

The  Zoning  Administrator,  by  operation  of  the  Charter,  is  responsible  for 
the  administration  and  enforcement  of  the  zoning  and  set-back  ordinances. 
However,  the  current  Zoning  Administrator  estimates  that  he  spends 
approximately  90  percent  of  his  time  on  vocational  activities:  making  zoning 
interpretations  for  subordinates,  meeting  with  developers  who  will  not  take  "no" 
for  an  answer  from  anyone  else,  personally  performing  permit  processing,  etc. 
The  Zoning  Administrator  is  very  hard  working  and  has  an  incomparable 
command  of  the  Planning  Code;  however,  no  one  could  expend  the  time  and 
energy  he  does  on  vocational  work  and  provide  the  kind  of  leadership  required  to 
effectively  guide  the  pursuits  of  approximately  57  planners  and  clerical  staff 
involved  in  many  different  and  complex  activities.  The  organizational  plan  we 
are  recommending  would  significantly  decrease  the  managerial  responsibilities 
of  the  Zoning  Administrator,  thus  allowing  him  to  devote  most  of  his  time  to  the 
technical  aspects  of  administering  the  Planning  Code  without  neglecting  the 
managerial  responsibilities  inherent  in  the  position  of  Assistant  Director, 
Implementation  Division. 

Organizing  planning  functions  on  a geographical  basis  is  not  without 
precedent.  Subsequent  to  determining  that  a geographically  based  organization 
would  probably  work  well  in  the  city  of  San  Francisco,  particularly  because  of  its 
divergent  and  well-defined  neighborhoods,  we  have  learned  that  the  Planning 
Department  of  the  City  of  Los  Angeles  recently  underwent  a reorganization,  one 
result  of  which  was  the  creation  of  a "Neighborhood  Planning  Division"  with 
planning  responsibilities  for  the  various  communities  in  that  dty. 
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CONCLUSION 


By  reorganizing  from  a planner  specialty  basis  to  a neighborhood 
planner  basis,  the  Department  of  City  Planning  would  be  better  able  to 
accomplish  its  mission,  improve  access  to  the  public,  enhance  productivity, 
and  improve  job  satisfaction. 

mCOMMENPATION 

We  recommend  that  the  City  Planning  Commission: 

- Implement,  on  a phased  basis,  a reorganization  of  the 
Department  of  City  Planning  based  on  a neighborhood  planner 
concept. 

COSTSBEXEFITS 

Implementation  of  this  recommendation  would  result  in: 

- Integration  of  planning  and  controlling  activities  within  all  areas 
of  the  City. 

- Increasing  the  number  of  planners  available  for  implementation 
duties  and  thus  reduce  the  amount  of  time  required  to  process 
permits,  variances,  etc. 

- Increasing  the  job  satisfaction  of  numerous  planners  by 
expanding  the  scope  of  their  responsibilities  and  activities. 

- Enhanced  teamwork  within  the  Department. 

- Public  access  to  identified  neighborhood  planners. 

- Decreased  managerial  responsibilities  of  the  Zoning 
Administrator. 

- Enhanced  productivity  by  eliminating  in  some  cases  and  reducing 
in  others  the  need  for  multiple  planners  to  handle  various  aspects 
of  a project  such  as  the  environmental  review,  a conditional  use,  a 
variance,  or  a discretionary  review.  The  savings  would  be  in  the 
time  expended  on  becoming  knowledgeable  on  the  project, 
including  site  visits. 


-Ill- 


SECTION  7.3:  MANAGEMENT  CONTROL 


THERE  IS  A SIGNIFICANT  LACK  OF 
MANAGEMENT  CONTROLS  USED  BY 
PLANNING  DEPARTMENT  MANAGEMENT  IN 
ORDER  TO  ASSURE  THAT  OBJECTIVES 
ARE  ACCOMPLISHED  IN  AN  EFFECTIVE 
AND  EFFICIENT  MANNER.  THE  ANNUAL 
WORK  PROGRAM  ESTABLISHES  THE 
DEPARTMENT’S  OBJECTIVES  FOR  THE 
YEAR.  HOWEVER,  THOSE  OBJECTIVES 
HAVE  NOT  BEEN  PRIORITIZED  AND  THE 
ALLOCATION  OF  STAFF  TO  ACCOMPLISH 
THEM  HAS  NOT  BEEN  MADE  IN  A PRIORITY 
ORDER.  FURTHERMORE,  THERE  HAS  BEEN 
INADEQUATE  MEASUREMENT  AND 
CONTROL  TO  ASSURE  THAT  THESE 
OBJECTIVES  ARE  ACCOMPLISHED 
EFFICIENTLY,  AMENDED,  OR  REPLACED  BY 
HIGHER  PRIORITY  OBJECTIVES.  BY 
DEVELOPING  A MANAGEMENT  CONTROL 
SYSTEM,  THE  DEPARTMENT  WOULD  HAVE 
THE  CAPABILITY  TO  DETERMINE  ITS 
DEGREE  OF  ACCOMPLISHMENT  TOWARD 
KEY  OBJECTIVES,  PROVIDE  A RATIONAL 
BASIS  FOR  SHIFTING  RESOURCES  TO 
HIGHER  PRIORITY  OBJECTIVES,  AND 
ENABLE  OBJECTIVE  JUDGMENT  ON  THE 
IMPACT  OF  NEW  ASSIGNMENTS,  WHETHER 
DEVELOPED  INTERNALLY  OR  IMPOSED 
FROM  WITHOUT. 


The  City  Charter  and  Administrative  Code  and  other  City  policies  convey 
the  overall  goals  of  the  City  Planning  Department:  "management  control"  is  the 
process  of  assuring  that  those  goals  are  accomplished  in  an  efficient  and 
effective1  manner.  The  Department  of  City  Planning  may  be  viewed  as  having 
two  major  programs,  which  are  in  fact  delineated  by  the  titles  of  its  two  operating 
divisions:  1)  Plans  and  Programs  and  2)  Implementation.  For  the  Department  of 


1 Efficiency  is  a measure  of  resource  input  —product  output  relationships.  For 
example,  one  organization  is  more  efficient  than  another  if  with  the  same  amount 
of  resources  its  output  is  greater,  quantitatively  and  qualitatively.  Effectiveness  is 
a measure  of  the  relationship  of  outputs  to  goals  and  values.  An  organization 
may  be  efficient  but  not  effective:  it  may  be  doing  the  wrong  things,  efficiently. 
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City  Planning,  "management  control"  is  the  process  by  which  the  Department’s 
managers  assure  that  each  of  the  Department's  sub-programs,  for  example,  the 
development  of  area  plans  and  the  processing  of  building  permit  applications,  are 
performed  efficiently  and  effectively. 

The  Work  Program 

Each  fiscal  year,  the  Planning  Department  submits  a proposed  Work 
Program  to  the  Planning  Commission  outlining  the  major  projects  and 
continuing  activities  that  the  Department  plans  to  undertake  during  that  year. 
The  Work  Program  also  includes  the  Department's  proposed  general  fund  budget. 
The  Planning  Commission  then  formally  approves  the  Work  Program,  including 
the  budget. 

The  objectives  and  activities  described  in  the  Work  Program  are  divided 
along  organizational  element  lines:  Plans  and  Programs  Division; 

Implementation  Division  and  Administration/Support.  Exhibit  9,  on  the 
following  page,  shows  selected  projects  undertaken  by  the  Plans  and  Programs 
Division  with  objectives  stated  for  the  three  fiscal  years  beginning  with  FY  1986- 
87.  Exhibit  10  on  page  115,  does  the  same  for  the  Implementation  Division. 

As  currently  manifested,  the  Work  Program  is  little  more  than  a statement 
of  good  intentions:  dates  for  the  completion  of  various  actions  slip  from  year  to 
year,  progress  reports  often  consist  of  a single  paragraph  for  input  to  the 
Department's  Annual  Report,  objectives  are  not  covered  by  action  plans,  and  there 
are  no  corrective  action  plans  (controls)  for  actions  to  be  taken  when  something 
goes  wrong.  The  Work  Program  may  be  adequate  as  a statement  of  the 
Department's  objectives  for  a fiscal  period  but  as  currently  constituted,  it  as  a 
static  document  and  is  inadequate  as  a management  control  mechanism. 

The  Department's  management  group2  meets  weekly  and  the  Director 
meets  daily  with  other  members  of  the  management  group.  The  subject  of  some 
of  these  meetings  is  reassignment  of  staff  priorities,  but  we  have  not  observed  any 
reports  or  discussions  on  the  effects  of  changed  priorities  on  the  Work  Program  as 
a whole. 

Developing  Management  Cpntrpl 

A major  step  in  developing  a management  control  system  is  to  state  key 
objectives  in  as  specific  and  concrete  effectiveness  terms  as  the  subject  permits 
and  to  estimate  resource  requirements  for  each  objective.  This  step  constitutes 
the  major  portion  of  the  planning  aspect  of  management  control  and  provides  the 
basis  for  measuring  performance.  The  control  aspect  consists  primarily  of 
collecting  data  to  measure  performance  against  objectives  and  to  take  corrective 
action,  where  necessary. 


2 The  management  group  consists  of  the  Director,  the  Deputy  Director,  the 
Assistant  Directors,  and  the  Planner  Vs. 
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EXHIBIT  9 


SKIJ?CTKP  WORK  PROGRAM  OBJECTED 
PLANS  AND  PROGRAMS  DIVISION 


EXPECTED  RESin/TS/OIJTPUT 


Industrial  Areas 
South  Bayshore 
Area 


FY 1986-87 
PROGRAM 


Make  revisions  to  the 
South  Bayshore  Area 
Plan. 


South  of  Market 


South  Van  Ness- 
Mission  Area 
Rezoning  Study 


Adopt  final  South 
Market  Master  Plan 
Amendment  and 
Zoning  Controls  by 
December,  1986. 


Transportation 

Numerous  Studies  Progress  Report  by 
and  Programs.  June  30, 1987. 


Rezoning  Studies 
Van  Ness  Avenue 


Northern  Water- 
front Study 


Neighborhood 

Planning 

Program 


Progress  report  by 
June  30, 1987. 


FY  1987-88 
PROGRAM 

Adopt  final  South 
Bayshore  Area 
Master  Plan  Amend- 
ment and  Zoning 
Controls  by  June, 
1988. 

Adopt  final  South  of 
Market  Master  Plan 
Amendment  and 
Zoning  Controls  by 
June,  1988 


Progress  Report  by 
June  30, 1988. 


Complete  legislation 
by  September  30, 1986. 

No  specific  objective. 


Progress  report  by 
June  30, 1988. 


FY  1988-89 
PROGRAM 

Publish  final  South 
Bayshore  Area 
Master  Plan  Amend- 
ment and  Zoning 
Controls  by 
December,  1988. 

Not  applicable. 


Publish  a South  Van 
Ness-Mission  Area 
Plan  by  June,  1989. 


9 Progress  Reports 
on  3 plans,  and 
program  implemen 
tation. 


Complete  legislation 
by  July,  1987. 

Publish  by 
September,  1987. 


Not  applicable. 


(Listed  under 
Commerce  and 
Industry)  Publish 
plan  by  December, 
1988. 

Not  applicable. 
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EXHIBIT  10 

IMPLEMENTATION  DIVISION  - WORK  PROGRAM  OBJECTIVES 


1986-87  1987-88 

Code  Compliance  Program  Program 


198689 

Program 


Permit 

Processing 


(a)  To  make  initial  determi- 
nation on  80%  of  permits 
submitted  within  one 
working  day  of  receipt. 


(1)  To  make  initial  deter- 
mination on  80%  of 
permits  submitted  within 
one  working  day  of 
receipt. 


To  notify  all  applicants 
of  incompleteness  of 
applications  within  30 
days  of  filing  with 
City. 


Violation 

Abatement 


(b)  To  notify  applicants  of  (b)  To  notify  applicants  of 
any  incomplete  applications  any  incompleteness  of 
within  30  days  of  filing  with  applications  within  30 
days  of  filing  with  City. 


City. 

(c)  To  process  60%  of 
properly  completed  permit 
applications  within  3 days 
of  receipt. 

(a)  To  investigate  and 
determine  extent  of  Code 
violations  in  520  reported 
cases  during  FY  1986-87. 


(c)  To  process  60%  of 
properlycompleted 
permit  applications 
within  3 days  of  receipt. 

(a)  To  investigate  and 
determine  extent  of  Code 
violations  in  520  reported 
cases  during  FY  1987-88. 


To  prepare  60%  of 
properly  completed 
permit  applications 
within  3 days  of 
receipt. 


To  investigate  and 
determine  extent  of 
Code  violations  in  520 
reported  cases  during 
FY  1988-89. 


(b)  To  participate  in  court 
and  legal  actions  as 
required  by  City  Attorney  or 
District  Attorney. 


(b)  To  participate  in  court 
and  legal  actions  as 
required  by  City  Attorney 
or  District  Attorney. 


To  participate  in  court 
and  legal  actions 
as  required  by  City 
Attorney  or  District 
Attorney. 


(c)  To  complete  order  for 
Code  compliance  and 
abatement  agreement  or 
submit  to  City  or  District 
Attorney  36  cases  involving 
violation  of  City  Planning 
Code  during  FY  1986-87. 


(c)  To  complete  order  for 
Code  compliance  and 
abatement  agreement  or 
submit  to  City  or  District 
Attorney  36  cases 
violation  of  City  Planning 
Code  during  FY  1987-88. 


To  achieve  Code 
compliance  and 
abatement  or  submit 
to  City  or  District 
Attorney  36  cases 
involving  violation  of 
City  Planning  Code 
during  FY  1988-89. 


Variance 

Processing 


To  process  90%  of  applica- 
tions for  variances  from  the 
Code  within  60  calendar 
days  of  submittal. 


To  process  90%  of  applica-  To  review  100%  of 
tions  for  variances  from  variance  applications 
the  Code  within  60  for  completeness 

calendar  days  of  within  30  calendar 

submittal.  days  of  submittal. 


Conditional  To  decide  90%  of  Conditional  To  decide  90%  of 

Uses  for  Use  applications  within  Conditional  Use 

Neighborhood  60  days.  applications  within 

Commercial  60  days. 

Districts 
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To  decide  90%  of 
Neighborhood 
Commercial  Condi- 
tional Use  applica- 
tions within  60  days 
when  Commission 
action  is  required. 


With  respect  to  the  planning  aspect  of  management  control,  hypothetical 
objectives  for  a given  budget  period  for  the  Department  of  City  Planning  are  shown 
below  in  Exhibit  11,  prioritized  by  category.  In  actual  practice,  each  prioritized 
category  would  include  objectives  from  each  operating  division  and  the 
Department's  Administration.  The  Plans  and  Programs  Division's  activities  tend 
to  be  more  of  a project  nature,  with  starting  and  ending  dates.  The  activities  of  the 
Implementation  Division  are  more  of  an  ongomg,  continuous  nature.  Because  of 
these  differences,  the  nature  and  form  of  the  objectives  will  be  different  for  each. 
The  former  are  stated  in  the  form  of  completing  a given  project  by  a specified  date, 
at  a given  qualitative  level,  if  appropriate,  and  at  an  estimated  cost,  for  example, 
staff  hours.  The  latter  are  stated  in  terms  of  accomplishing  a given  workload  on  a 
specific  time  basis,  such  as  processing  building  permit  appli cations  so  as  to  not 
allow  more  than  a ten-day  backlog  at  any  given  time.3  Objectives  with  definite 
starting  and  ending  dates  should  be  supported  by  action  plans,  if  deemed 
appropriate.  Objectives  for  continuing  activities  would  require  action  plans  if 
significant  improvement  steps  in  the  related  activities  were  required. 


Exhibit  11 

Department  of  City  Planning 
Hypothetical  FY 198S-89  Prioritized  Objectives 

Obiective 

Resources 

Required 

Category  1 - Highest  Priority 

To  publish  the  Northern  Waterfront  Plan  by  December  15,  1988. 

0.5  FTE* 

To  publish  the  Environmental  Impact  Report  and  adopt  zoning 
controls  for  Showplace  Square  Rezoning  by  June  30,  1989. 

1.5  FIE 

To  publish  a revised  Master  Plan  Circulation  Element  by 
June  30, 1989. 

0.3  FTE 

To  complete  a draft  of  Part  1 of  the  Master  Plan  Residence  Element 
by  June  30, 1989. 

0.3  FTE 

To  implement  100%  of  Downtown  brokerage  programs  by 
June  30, 1989. 

0.5  FTE 

*FTE  = Full  Time  Equivalent 


^ The  objective  stated  in  this  manner  relates  to  effectiveness.  To  state  the  objective 
in  terms  of  processing  a certain  number  of  permits  per  day,  week,  or  month 
relates  to  efficiency  and  does  not  inform  as  to  whether  the  job  is  being 
accomplished  in  a satisfactory  manner  - which  is  the  subject  of  effectiveness. 
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Resources 


Objective  Required 

To  notify  all  applicants  of  incompleteness  of  permit  applications 

within  5 working  days  of  submittal.  0.1  FTE 

To  make  disposition  on  100%  of  properly  completed  permit  applications 
within  10  working  days  of  submittal.  5.0  FTE 

To  make  disposition  on  100%  of  properly  completed  variance 

applications  within  60  calendar  days.  1.7  FTE 

To  make  disposition  on  100%  of  properly  completed  conditional  use 
applications  within  60  calendar  days  of  submittal.  2.5  FTE 

To  make  disposition  on  100%  of  Environmental  Impact  Reports  within 
12  months  after  the  application  is  accepted  as  complete.  3.5  FTE 

To  publish  a Zoning  Map  for  public  availability  by  June  30,  1989.  0.7  FTE 

To  answer  all  public  inquiries,  whether  walk-in  or  telephonic, within 
an  average  of  10  minutes.  4.0  FTE 


To  accomplish  all  administrative  matters  within  specified  time  periods.  5.0  FTE 
Category  2 - High  Priority 

To  publish  a revised  Master  Plan  Circulation  Element  by 

March  31, 1990.  0.7  FTE 

To  publish  Area  Plan  A by  June  30,  1989.  1.0  FTE 

To  complete  Plan  B by  December  15, 1988.  1.0  FTE 

To  make  disposition  on  100  percent  of  properly  completed  building 

permit  applications  within  5 working  days  of  submittal.  Cat  1-5.0  Kl’E 

Cat  2-2.0  FTE 


Category  3 - Medium  Priority 
To  provide  support  to  various  transportation  studies. 

0.5  FTE 

To  perform  the  annual  review  of  Ordinance  C and  amendments  to 
Ordinance  C.  0.2  FTE 

It  should  be  noted  that  specific  objectives  can  be  listed  in  two  or  more 
categories.  For  example,  it  may  be  a Category  2 objective  to  make  disposition  on 
100  percent  of  properly  completed  building  permit  applications  within  five  work 


-117- 


days  but  a Category  1 objective  to  complete  the  action  in  no  more  than  10  work 
days. 


With  respect  to  the  control  aspect  of  management  control,  specific 
milestones  should  be  developed  for  project  objectives  and  resource  expenditures, 
e.g.,  staff  hours  expended  against  the  milestones  collected  and  analyzed.  For 
continuing  objectives,  such  as  performance  on  dispositioning  building  permit 
applications,  data  should  be  collected  and  analyzed  both  on  staff  hours  expended 
and  on  the  average  amount  of  time  required  to  complete  the  continuing  activity. 

Performance  against  all  key  Departmental  objectives  should  be  formally 
reviewed  and  analyzed  on  a periodic  basis.  For  example,  some  objectives  should 
be  formally  reviewed  and  analyzed  on  a monthly  basis  and  others  on  a quarterly 
basis.  The  purpose  of  such  review  and  analysis  is  to  assess  performance,  provide 
feedback  on  that  performance,  and  to  take  corrective  action,  where  necessary. 
With  respect  to  corrective  action,  some  management  control  systems  include 
determining  beforehand  what  is  likely  to  go  awry  and  plan  corrective  actions 
accordingly. 

Exhibit  12  on  the  following  page  is  a type  of  status  report  that  could  be  used 
to  report  on  Departmental  key  objectives.  For  example,  specific  projects  or  studies 
could  be  identified  according  to  the  key  personnel  assigned,  the  anticipated  dates 
of  completion  for  each  phase  of  the  project,  and  the  estimated  number  of  hours 
required  and  then  subsequently  compared  with  the  actual  progress  on  the  project. 
Exhibit  13  on  page  120  is  a format  that  could  be  used  by  the  Department  as  a 
summary  report  for  all  key  Departmental  objectives.  This  type  of  report  would  be 
particularly  helpful  in  alerting  management  of  schedule,  cost,  funding  or 
technical  problems  that  occur  on  individual  projects. 

Current  Departmental  Efforts 


The  Department  has  embarked  on  an  effort  to  improve  its  operations  by 
developing  an  effective  management  control  system  and  has  made  progress 
toward  that  objective.  The  Director  and  his  Assistant  Directors  have  developed 
effectiveness  measures  and  the  Director's  plan  is  to  implement  the  previously 
described  objective-setting  process  down  through  the  organization.  The 
Department  has  also  developed  a much  needed  computer  tracking  system  for  all 
conditional  use  cases,  discretionary  review  cases,  and  variances.  The  objective  of 
this  information  system  is  to  alert  management  on  the  status  of  cases  on  a 
continuous  basis  with  reasons  for  delay,  if  applicable. 

We  believe  that  management  control  in  the  Department  would  be  further 
improved  and  productivity  and  a sense  of  teamwork  within  the  Department 
enhanced  by  the  Director  publishing  a monthly  "Game  Plan"  or  "Schedule  of  Key 
Objectives  and  Events."  Such  a document  would  provide  a sense  of  direction  to  the 
Department  and  would  emphasize  the  importance  of  "making  it  happen." 
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Exhibit  12 


STATUS  REPORT 

MONTH/YEAR 

TITLE 

TYPE  PROJECT 

DESCRIPTION 

PROJECT  NO. 

P 

R 

E 

V 

ESSENTIAL  ELEMENT 
OF  INFORMATION 

~P~ 

E 

S 

YES 

NO 

• 

SCHEDULE 

O 

X 

• 

COST 

• 

X 

O 

FUNDNG 

o 

X 

• 

TECHNICAL 

o 

X 

KEY  PERSONNEL 


CUM 

HOURS' 

500 

400 

300 

200 

100 


PUBLISH  BACKGROUND  STUDIES 


PUBLISH  GOALS  AND  OBJECTIVES 


PUBUSH  DRAFT  PLAN 


PUBLISH  REVISED  PLAN  FOR  REVIEW 


PUBLISH  INTERIM  CONTROLS 


PUBLISH  DRAFT  EIR  FOR  REVIEW 


s|o|n|d|j|  f! m| a 1 m|j|j|a|s1~q 


ArnL 

z5i 

y ^PLANI 


✓Tl  IAL  . 


APPROVED  DATE 

DIRECTOR 

COMMISSION 


ADOPT  PLAN  AND  PERM.  CONTROLS 


PROJECT  HIGHLIGHTS 


APPROVED 


ASSISTANT  DIRECTOR 


‘PLANNED  AND  • = NORMAL  (PROCEEDING  IN  ACCORDANCE  WITH  OBJECTIVES) 

ACTUAL  O = QUALIFIED  (POTENTIALLY  SERIOUS  TROUBLE) 

0 = NONCONFORMING 
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Exhibit  13 


STATUS  OF  PROJECTS 


PROJECT 

If 

|m|a 

ImU 

> 

0 

N 

D 

J 

F 

-M 

A 

M 

J 

J 

\ : 

3 

N 

D 

J 

F 

”1 

A 

M 

J 

Lj 

A 

3 l 

N 

immmii 

■ 

- 

— 

VAN  C 

nmmrna 

I 

J 

NESS  F_J 

81 

81 

8! 

81 

8! 

81 

8! 

81 

T 

ZL 

ZL 

ZL 

Zl 

ZL 

ZL 

ZL 

_ 

Zl 

ZL 

ZL 

_ 

_ 

WATFRFRf'iNT  C 

ZL 

z. 

Zl 

F 

ZL 

z. 

Zl 

_ 

J 

T 

ft 

ft 

H 

J 

__ 

RESIDENTIAL  ^ 

Zl 

ZL 

J 

REZDNING  C_ 

z 

ZL 

F_ 

Z 

ZL 

J 

□ 

T 

“1 

r. 

ft 

sj 

"1 

J 

| 

VARIANCES  CJ 

J 

I 

~ 

F 

■ 

_ 

— 

T 

:xrxxrra 

_ 

S 

81 

81 

ZL 

81 

81 

ZL 

ZL 

ZL 

_ 

_ 

PERMIT  c~ 

D. 

ZL 

ZL 

ZL 

ZL 

ZL 

ZL 

ZL 

^OCESSNG  “ 

H 

ZL 

ZL 

ZL 

Zl 

Zl 

ZL 

Zl 

"t" 

2l 

ZL 

Zl 

ZL 

n 

Zl 

ZL 

Zl 

_ 

_s_ 

J 

C 

F 

T 

s_ 

C 

F 

T 

S_ 

C_ 

F_ 

T 

S_ 

C_ 

r 

F_ 

T 

ft* 


S=SCHEDULE 

C=COST 

F=FUNDMG 

T=TECHNICAL 


# = NORMAL  (PROCEEDING  IN  ACCORDANCE  WITH  OBJECTIVES) 
O = QUALIFIED  (POTENTIALLY  SERIOUS  TROUBLE) 

0=  NONCONFORMING 
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City  Planning  Commission  Involvement 


Based  on  interviews  with  various  members  of  the  City  Planning 
Commission  and  our  observations,  the  Commission  has  concentrated  its  work 
efforts  primarily  on  cases  and  issues  it  must  decide  in  Commission  hearings. 
The  hearings  consume  every  Thursday  afternoon  and  often  last  through  the  late 
evenings.  To  this  must  be  added  the  time  necessary  to  prepare  for  the  cases  and 
issues  to  be  heard  at  each  hearing. 

Whether  it  be  the  time  factor,  precedence,  or  other  reasons,  the  City 
Planning  Commission  has  not  concerned  itself  with  the  effectiveness  and 
efficiency  of  the  many  City  Planning  responsibilities  that  do  not  come  directly 
before  the  Commission.  Also,  with  the  exception  of  a policy  statement  on 
discretionary  reviews,  we  have  not  been  able  to  locate,  and  Departmental  staff  has 
not  furnished  to  us,  policies  relating  to  the  myriad  functions  over  which  the 
Planning  Commission  has  control.  These  responsibilities  include  public 
information,  building  permit  processing,  Zoning  Code  enforcement  and  many 
others. 

An  integral  part  of  the  Planning  Commission's  responsibility  is  to  be  aware 
of  the  Department’s  performance,  with  respect  to  agreed  upon  standards,  in  each 
of  its  key  results  areas  and  to  direct  the  implementation  of  corrective  action  when 
necessary. 


CONCLUSION 

The  Department  would  enhance  its  effectiveness  significantly  by 
determining  exactly  what  its  proper  effectiveness  measures  are,  by  setting 
standards  for  these  measures,  and  by  controlling  the  processes  resulting 
in  these  measures  to  assure  that  they  are  obtained.  The  Planning 
Commission  should  be  involved  in  the  process. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

We  recommend  that  the  City  Planning  Commission: 

Review,  alter  if  necessary,  and  approve  Departmental 
effectiveness  measures  submitted  by  the  Director  of  Planning. 

Monitor  the  selected  effectiveness  measures  and  assist  the 
Director  of  Planning  in  controlling  such  measures,  as 
necessary. 

Develop  a set  of  policies  for  key  responsibilities  such  as  public 
information  and  Planning  Code  enforcement. 
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We  recommend  that  the  Director  of  Planning: 

Develop  a set  of  Departmental  effectiveness  measures  and 
submit  them  to  the  City  Planning  Commission  for  approval. 

Continue  to  develop  Departmental  objectives  throughout  the 
organization. 

Monitor  and  control  selected  effectiveness  measures  to  insure 
that  the  Department  is  fulfilling  its  mission. 

Adopt  the  management  control  tools  of  the  type  shown  on  pages 
119  and  120. 

COST/BEN  ETTTS 

Implementation  of  these  recommendations  would  result  in  a system 
for  making  visible  performance  relative  to  planned  objectives  and  would 
provide  the  basis  for  management  to  control  performance.  The 
Department  is  in  dire  need  of  Departmental  effectiveness  measures  and 
the  means  of  tracking  performance  on  such  measures. 
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SECTION  7.4:  WORKING  HOURS  AND  TIMEKEEPING 


BASED  ON  AN  AUDIT  OF  ONE  DAY'S 
ATTENDANCE,  RANDOMLY  SELECTED,  46 
EMPLOYEES  OR  NEARLY  48%  OF  A 
DEPARTMENTAL  TOTAL  OF  96  EMPLOYEES 
LISTED  ON  SIGN-IN  LISTS  HAD  NOT  YET 
REPORTED  TO  WORK  BY  9:00  A.M.  THESE 
DATA  ARE  CONSISTENT  WITH  TWO  OTHER 
DAYS  THAT  WE  SURVEYED.  FURTHERMORE, 
BY  THE  DEPARTMENT’S  OWN  COUNT,  WHICH 
EXCLUDED  FROM  THE  TOTAL  THOSE  ON 
VACATION,  SICK  PAY,  ETC.,  35%  OF  THE 
WORK  FORCE  HAD  STILL  NOT  SIGNED  IN  BY 
9:00  A.M.  THE  MANAGEMENT  OF 
PRODUCTIVE  HOURS  AND  THE  TIMEKEEPING 
OF  PRODUCTIVE  AND  OTHER  HOURS  IN  THE 
DEPARTMENT  OF  CITY  PLANNING  IS 
CLEARLY  UNSATISFACTORY.  BASED  ON  AN 
EXAMINATION  OF  A SAMPLE  PERIOD,  WE 
FOUND  THAT  FIVE  EMPLOYEES  HAD 
ACCUMULATED  52%  OF  THE  DEPARTMENT'S 
TOTAL  OVERTIME  BALANCE.  SPECIFIED 
WORKING  HOURS  ARE  NOT  ADHERED  TO, 
VARIOUS  POLICIES,  INCLUDING 
DEPARTMENTAL  RULES  ON  ACCUMULATING 
OVERTIME,  ARE  NOT  ENFORCED,  AND  THE 
USE  OF  OVERTIME  EARNED  AND  USED  IS 
EXCESSIVE.  BY  INSTITUTING  BASIC  WORK 
HOURS  OF  8:00  A.M.  TO  5:00  P.M.,  THE 
DEPARTMENT  CAN  HAVE  MUCH  MORE  OF  ITS 
STAFF  AVAILABLE  FOR  STAFF 
COORDINATION,  INSTILL  A SENSE  OF 
DISCIPLINE  AND  AN  ENVIRONMENT 
CONDUCIVE  TO  GOOD  WORK  HABITS,  AND 
ALSO  MAKE  ALLOWANCES  FOR  THOSE 
REQUIRED  TO  WORK  SPECIFIC  EVENINGS. 


Department  PpKcy 


The  Department  of  City  Planning’s  policy  on  time  reporting  and  time 
management  is  contained  in  the  Department's  Personnel  Handbook,  dated 
August  1975,  and  in  a Departmental  memorandum  issued  by  the  Director  and 
dated  May  17,  1982.  That  memorandum  coincided  with  the  consolidation  of  the 
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Department  into  its  present  location  at  450  McAllister  Street  from  three  separate 
locations  in  the  Civic  Center  Area.  The  memorandum  mentions  previous 
timekeeping  differences  among  the  different  locations.  The  objective  of  the 
memorandum  was  to  standardize  timekeeping  rules  and  procedures.  Selected 
sections  of  the  memorandum  are  cited  below  and  annotated  to  show  whether  the 
section  is  being  enforced  by  the  Department. 

Enforced 


Office  Hours: 


Lunch  Hour: 

Sign-In/ 
Sign-Out  Log: 


Forty-hour  work  week  with  flex-time;  core  hours 

for  all  staff  are  9:00  a.m.  to  4:00  p.m.  Not  consistently 

One  hour,  but  can  be  varied  with  approval  of  Not  consistently 
supervisor. 

Each  employee  indicates  time  of  arrival  and 
departure  for  the  day.  Most  Do 


Flex-time  and  overtime  will  be  credited  to  an 
employee's  overtime  earned  (OE)  record  only 
upon  submission  of  an  OE  card.  No 


Flex-time  Earned:  If  the  employee  wishes  to  take  a shortened  lunch 

in  order  to  leave  early  or  to  work  late  one  day  No  indication 
in  order  to  come  in  late  the  next,  he  or  she  of  Supervisor’s 
may  do  so  by  getting  the  supervisor's  approval  approval  being 
and  indicating  the  time  in  the  log.  required 

Any  flex-time  which  is  to  be  banked  for  use 
beyond  the  Monday  through  Friday  week  must 
be  accompanied  by  an  OE  card  approved  and 
signed  by  the  Supervisor.  No 


Overtime  Earned:  Overtime  is  accrued  on  a time  and  one-half  basis 

and  must  be  approved  in  advanced  by  the 

Supervisor.  Since  there  are  no  funds  budgeted  A few  non-  "Z" 
to  pay  overtime,  non-”Z"  employees  requested  to  employees 
work  overtime  should  consent  to  time  off  in  lieu  receive  some 
of  paid  overtime.  overtime  pay 

Overtime  and 

Flex-time  Used:  Overtime  used  cards  are  to  indicate  date  and 

number  of  hours  to  be  used  and  must  be 
submitted  in  advance.  In  an  emergency 
situation,  the  employee  may  phone  in  and  get 
oral  authorization  from  his  supervisor  and 
submit  an  overtime  used  card  immediately  on 
return.  No 
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Use  of  flex-time  and  overtime  earned  for 
overtime  used  periods  exceeding  one  week  will 
be  strongly  discouraged.  Yes 

The  Department’s  Personnel  Handbook  states  the  following 
rule  regarding  accumulated  overtime. 

Accumulated 

Overtime:  All  overtime  earned  during  a given  fiscal  year 

(ending  June  30)  will  be  lost  if  it  is  not  used 
before  the  end  of  the  calendar  year  (December 
31),  i.e.,  six  months  following  the  fiscal  year  in 
which  the  overtime  was  earned.  No 

Mayor’s  PqUcy-Oq.  Compensatory  Time; 

The  Mayor  on  March  29,  1979,  transmitted  a memorandum  to  all 
department  heads  setting  policy  for  compensatory  time  off  for  employees  in  the 
executive,  administrative  and  professional  classifications.  Pertinent  sections  of 
that  memorandum  are  quoted  below  and  annotated  to  show  whether  the  section  is 
being  enforced. 

Unformi 


Policy:  "Because  of  financial  restrictions  imposed  with 

the  passage  of  Proposition  13,  and  the  need  for 
department  heads  to  plan  their  operations  to 
provide  services  under  reduced  budgets,  I am 
requesting  that  effective  immediately 
department  heads  who  have  discretion  in 
permitting  compensatory  time  adopt  the 
following  policy: 

1.  Employees  who  are  eligible  for  earning 

compensatory  time  may  accumulate  a 
maximum  of  20  days  in  any  fiscal  year.  No 

2.  Requests  from  employees  to  use  their 

accumulated  compensatory  time  prior  to 
resignation  or  retirement  may  be  approved  for  a 
period  up  to  but  not  to  exceed  20  days.  No 

3.  At  the  close  of  any  fiscal  year,  employees  who 
have  accumulated  the  maximum  compensatory 
time  of  20  days  may  be  allowed  to  carry  only  10 
days  of  such  accumulation  into  the  new  fiscal 

year.  No 
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I am  also  requesting  that  you  review  present  and 
prior  accumulations  of  compensatory  time, 
based  on  a strict  standard  of  necessity,  and  that 
you  bring  such  lists  into  compliance,  wherever 
possible,  with  these  standards.”  No 

Opinion  number  79-45  rendered  by  the  City  Attorney  on  June  25,  1979  to  the 
question  of  "whether  an  appointing  officer  may  limit  the  amount  of  compensatory 
time  off  allowed  to  executive,  administrative  and  professional  employees  in  his  or 
her  department"  was  answered  in  the  affirmative. 

Department  of  City  Planning  Time  Statistics 


Table  9 below,  summarizes  the  data  of  individual  Accumulated  Overtime 
Hours  Earned  and  also  Overtime  Hours  Earned,  Overtime  Hours  Used,  Sick  Time 
Hours  Used,  and  Vacation  Hours  Used  during  the  period  July  1,  1987,  through 
December  25,  1987.  There  were  a total  of  approximately  120  work  days  during  this 
period. 

Table  9 

Time  Summaries;  Department  Qf  dtv  Planning 


Percentage  of  Percentage  of 
Department  Department 
Hours  Davs  Total  Staff 

As  of  December  25.  1987 

Accumulated  Overtime 
Earned  Balance 


Department-wide 

9,775 

1,222 

100% 

Top  5 individuals 

5,116 

640 

52% 

5.3% 

Top  10  Individuals 

6,662 

833 

68% 

10.5% 

Top  15  individuals 

7,688 

961 

79% 

15.8% 

Top  25  individuals 

8,866 

1,108 

91% 

26.3% 

July  1. 1987  - December  25, 1987 


Overtime  Earned 


Department- wide 

4,417 

552 

100% 

Top  5 Individuals 

1,310 

164 

30% 

5.3% 

Top  10  Individuals 

1,892 

236 

43% 

10.5% 

Top  15  Individuals 

2,348 

294 

53% 

15.8% 

Top  25  Individuals 

3,028 

378 

69% 

26.3% 

ertime  Used 

Department- wide 

3,596 

449 

100% 

Top  5 individuals 

680 

85 

19% 

5.3% 

Top  10  Individuals 

1,213 

152 

34% 

10.5% 

Top  15  individuals 

1,635 

204 

45% 

15.8% 

Top  25  individuals 

2,292 

286 

64% 

26.3% 
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Percentage  of  Percentage  of 
Department  Department 


Hours  Davs  Total  Staff 


Sick  Time  Used 


Department- wide 
Top  5 individuals 
Top  10  Individuals 
Top  15  individuals 
Top  25  individuals 


4,440  555  100% 

932  116  21% 

1,406  176  32% 

1,761  220  40% 

2,394  299  54% 


26.5% 


5.3% 

10.5% 


15.8% 


Vacation  Time  Used 
Department- wide 
Top  5 individuals 
Top  10  Individuals 
Top  15  individuals 
Top  25  individuals 


5,263  658  100% 

789  99  15% 

1,420  178  27% 

1,965  246  37% 

2,875  359  55% 


15.8% 

26.3% 


5.3% 

10.5% 


The  data  show  the  following: 

1.  Time  records  for  a total  of  95  individuals  are  listed. 

2.  Accumulated  Overtime  Earned  is  highly  concentrated.  The  top  five 
individuals  in  this  category  have  more  than  half  the  Departmental 
total  or  an  average  of  128  days  each,  accumulated.  As  noted  in  the 
first  part  of  this  section,  the  Departmental  policy  on  accumulated 
overtime,  requiring  that  all  overtime  earned  during  a given  fiscal 
year  be  forfeited  if  it  is  not  used  before  the  end  of  the  calendar  year,  is 
not  being  adhered  to. 

3.  Overtime  Earned  is  the  next  most  highly  concentrated  variable, 
followed  by  sick  time,  and  vacation. 

4.  Departmental  totals  for  Overtime  Used,  Sick  Time,  and  Vacation  are 
as  follows: 


5.  On  average,  there  were  approximately  14  staff  persons  of  the  total  95 
absent  from  the  Department  during  normal  work  hours.  That  is 
approximately  15  percent  of  the  work  staff. 

6.  Some  individuals  record  overtime  earned  at  1.5  times  actual  clock 
time.  This  practice,  of  course,  multiplies  the  effect  of  permitting  the 
accumulation  of  overtime  earned. 


Overtime  Used  449  Days 


Sick  Time 
Vacation 
Total 


555  Days 
658  Davs 
1,662  Days 
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The  organizational  element  for  the  ten  individuals  with  the  greatest 
number  of  hours  in  each  time  category  for  the  period  covered  is  shown  in  Table  10 
below. 


Table  10 

Organizational  Summary  of  Overtime,  Sick  and  Vacation  Hours 
for  Tpp  Tgn  Indiyidvfllft 

Division  Plans  & 

Management  Programs  Implementation 


Overtime  Hours  Earned 
Accumulated  Balance  2 

July  1 - December  25, 1987 

Overtime  Hours  Earned  2 

Overtime  Hours  Used  3 

Sick  time  Hours  Used  0 

Vacation  Hours  Used  1 

Gross  Hours  Off  3 

Net  Hours  Off1  2 


6 

7 

6 

5 

1 

4 

4 


2 

1 

1 

5 

8 

3 

4 


The  Implementation  Division,  including  Environmental  Review,  is  twice  as  large 
as  the  Plans  and  Programs  Division  in  staff  size.  However,  Plans  and  Programs 
accumulates  and  uses  overtime  to  a greater  degree  than  Implementation.  Each 
of  these  two  Divisions  has  four  of  the  total  ten  individuals  with  the  highest  "net 
hours  off,"  but  the  Implementation  Division  personnel  had  to  use  vacation  time  to 
reach  that  level  whereas  Plans  and  Programs  staff  reached  the  upper  levels  of 
"net  time  off'  by  using  overtime  earned. 

Department  of  City  Planning  Working  Honrs  Practices 

We  collected  Departmental  sign-in/sign-out  sheets  for  Thursday,  April  7, 
1988,  as  of  approximately  8:25  a.m.,  9:00  a.m.,  9:30  a.m.,  and  as  of  the  end  of  the 
day.  We  used  as  our  basis  for  assessing  staff  availability  for  work  the  entire 
Department  work  force,  as  reflected  in  the  Departmental  sign-in  lists,  because  the 
work  to  be  performed  by  the  Department  is  presumably  reflected  in  the  total 
allocation  of  staff  through  the  budget  process.  However,  we  do  recognize  that 
some  staff  will  almost  always  be  away  from  the  work  place  due  to  illness,  vacation 
etc.  A review  of  these  sign-in/sign-out  sheets  reveals  the  following: 


1 Net  hours  off  is  equal  to  overtime,  sick  time,  and  vacation  hours  used  minus 
overtime  hours  earned. 
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1. 


Some  individuals  recorded  a sign-in  time  earlier  than  the  time  they 
actually  signed  in.  This  could  be  because  they  forgot  to  sign  in  on 
first  entering  the  work  area,  or  they  were  called  away  immediately 
after  entering  the  work  area. 

2.  Sign-in  data  showing  the  number  of  personnel  having  signed  in  by 
specific  times  are  shown  below  by  organizational  element  in  Table  11. 


Table  11 


Organizational  Summary  pf  Staff  Sign-In 


Department 

Implementation 

Plans  & Programs 

Management 

Division 

Division 

Total 

Time 

(12  names) 

(55  names) 

(29  names) 

(96  names) 

8:00  a.m. 

8 (66.7%) 

13  (23.6%) 

3 (10.3%) 

24  (25.9%) 

8:30  a.m. 

9 (75.0%) 

23  (41.8%) 

7 (24.1%) 

39  (40.6%) 

9:00  a.m. 

9 (75.0%) 

33  (60.0%) 

9 (31.0%) 

51  (53.1%) 

9:30  a.m. 

11  (91.7%) 

45  (81.8%) 

14  (48.3%) 

70  (72.9%) 

10:00  a.m. 

11  (91.7%) 

46  (83.6%) 

18  (62.1%) 

75  (78.1%) 

End  of  the  day  11  (91.7%) 

47  (85.5%) 

20  (69.0%) 

78  (81.3%) 

3. 

Staff  members  are 

able  to  adjust  the  duration  of  lunch  periods  to 

accommodate  fulfilling  the  eight  hour  workday. 

4. 

Fifty-one  of  a total  96  staff  members  had  signed  in  by  9:00  a.m.  Only 
nine  of  31  Plans  and  Programs  Division  staff  had  signed  in  by  9:00 
a.m. 

5. 

Approximately  81  percent  of  the  total  96  staff  members  signed  in  at 

some  time  during  the  day;  27  staff  members  signed  in  after  9:00  a.m. 


We  also  collected  sign-in/sign-out  data  for  two  other  days,  but  have  only 
included  the  April  7,  1988,  sheets  in  this  report.  The  data  presented  for  April  7 is 
representative  of  that  collected  for  the  two  other  days. 

The  Department  of  City  Planning  has  responded  to  the  above  analysis  by 
stating  that  by  measuring  attendance  based  on  those  reasonably  expected  to  come 
to  work  on  April  7,  1988,  a different  picture  results.  We  have  included  their 
analysis  done  on  that  basis  as  Appendix  E.  Based  on  the  Department's  analysis, 
we  note  that  even  when  the  basis  on  analysis  is  changed  to  those  reasonably 
expected  to  come  to  work,  35%  of  the  work  force  had  not  arrived  by  9:00  a.m. 
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These  data  indicate  a laxity  in  the  supervision  of  working  hours  that  has 
resulted  in  a less  than  fair  distribution  of  time-on-the-job,  both  horizontally- 
between  organizational  elements-  and  vertically-  between  managers  and 
professional  staff  on  the  one  hand  and  clerical  staff  on  the  other.  We  think  that 
the  management  of  productive  hours  needs  to  be  brought  under  better  control. By 
instituting  basic  work  hours  of  8:00  a.m.  to  5:00  p.m.,  the  Department  can  have 
much  more  of  its  staff  available  for  staff  coordination,  instill  a sense  of  discipline 
and  an  environment  conducive  to  good  work  habits,  and  also  make  allowances  for 
those  required  to  work  specific  evenings. 


CONCLUSION 

The  management  of  productive  hours  and  the  timekeeping  of 
productive  and  other  hours  in  the  Department  of  City  Planning  is 
unsatisfactory.  Specified  working  hours  are  not  adhered  to,  various 
policies  are  not  enforced,  and  the  use  of  overtime  earned  and  used  is 
excessive.  Productivity  in  the  Department  can  be  significantly  enhanced  by 
better  managing  staff  productive  hours. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

We  recommend  that  the  Director  of  Planning: 

Institute  an  overtime  policy  that  is  consistent  with  the  March  29, 
1979,  memorandum  transmitted  by  the  Mayor  to  all  department 
heads,  including  the  policy  on  accumulating  overtime. 

Institute  basic  office  hours  of  8:00  a.m.  to  5:00  p.m.  with  one 
hour  for  lunch. 

Institute  an  overtime  policy  that  is  approved  on  an  individual 
basis  between  manager  and  employee. 


COSTS/BENEFTTS 

The  benefit  of  implementing  these  recommendations  would  be  to 
improve  the  productivity  of  the  Planning  Department  by  having  standard 
working  hours  for  everyone  that  are  adhered  to.  These  recommendations 
would  be  particularly  effective  with  the  recommended  reorganization  of  the 
Department  on  a neighborhood  basis.  There  are  no  costs  associated  with 
this  recommendation. 
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SECTION  7.5:  JOB  PERFORMANCE  EVALUATIONS 


THE  DEPARTMENT  OF  CITY  PLANNING  HAS 
NOT  COMPLIED  WITH  THE  CIVIL  SERVICE 
REQUIREMENT  FOR  ANNUAL  PERFORMANCE 
EVALUATIONS  OF  ALL  EMPLOYEES. 

DEPARTMENT  OF  CITY  PLANNING  STAFF 
ARE  PROVIDED  FORMAL  FEEDBACK  ON 
THEIR  JOB  PERFORMANCE  ONLY  ON  AN 
INFREQUENT  BASIS.  SOME  INDIVIDUALS 
HAVE  NOT  RECEIVED  A PERFORMANCE 
EVALUATION  IN  MANY  YEARS.  THUS, 

OPPORTUNITIES  TO  REINFORCE  DESIRED 
PERFORMANCES  AND  TO  POINT  OUT  AREAS 
OF  NEEDED  IMPROVEMENT,  ON  A FORMAL 
BASIS,  ARE  BEING  LOST.  BY  INSURING 
THAT  EACH  EMPLOYEE  RECEIVES  AN 
ANNUAL  PERFORMANCE  EVALUATION, 

DEPARTMENT  MANAGEMENT  CAN 
CONTRIBUTE  TO  THE  DEVELOPMENT  OF  ITS 
STAFF  AND  ENHANCE  THE  PERFORMANCE 
OF  THE  DEPARTMENT. 

Staff  development  has  to  be  a matter  of  concern  for  all  managers. 
Employees  should  be  provided  challenging  jobs,  given  the  resources  and  support 
to  accomplish  assigned  tasks,  and  held  accountable  for  acceptable  performance. 

Managers  can  delegate  only  when  a subordinate  has  gained  the  manager’s 
confidence  to  a level  whereby  the  subordinate  is  authorized  to  take  action  on  a 
matter  of  importance  to  the  manager  and  then  report  on  the  action,  or,  at  the 
highest  confidence  level,  report  only  routinely.  For  subordinates  with  the  ability 
and  desire  to  achieve  such  levels,  coaching  is  the  primary  means  the  manager 
has  of  assisting.  Periodic  formal  evaluations  are  an  important  component  of 
coaching.  The  formal  method  for  providing  such  performance  feedback  for  City 
employees  is  specified  in  the  Civil  Service  Commission's  "Handbook  for 
Performance  Appraisal  System."  Therein  is  stated  the  requirement  that  the 
performance  appraisal  be  completed  annually  for  permanent,  temporary,  and 
limited  tenure  employees. 

The  Department  of  City  Planning  has  not  complied  with  the  above  cited 
performance  evaluation  requirement.  Employee  evaluations  are  conducted  only 
on  a sporadic  basis.  In  fact,  some  individuals  have  not  had  a evaluation  in  many 
years.  This  is  despite  the  fact  that  several  Departmental  staff  members  we 
interviewed  specifically  stated  their  desire  to  receive  formal  annual  performance 
appraisals. 
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Inattention  to  such  an  important  function  as  providing  formal  feedback  on 
performance  to  a very  talented  and  aware  group  of  employees  sends  a negative 
message  on  how  seriously  their  professional  development  is  taken.  The 
performance  evaluation  also  provides  an  opportunity  for  management  to 
individually  address  areas  that  need  improvement,  encourage  additional 
development  and  reinforce  desired  performances. 

CflNC LUSIQN 

The  Department  of  City  Planning  has  not  complied  with  the 
requirement  specified  in  the  Civil  Service  Commission's  "Handbook  for 
Performance  Appraisal  System"  to  render  an  annual  performance 
appraisal  on  employees.  Formal  feedback  on  performance  is  an  important 
component  of  employee  development.  Several  Departmental  staff  members 
specifically  stated  their  desire  to  receive  annual  performance  appraisals. 

RECOMMENDATION 

We  recommend  that  the  Director  of  Planning: 

Insure  that  all  employees  are  provided  an  annual  formal 
performance  appraisal. 

COSISRENEFITS 

The  benefit  of  implementing  this  recommendation  would  be  to 
provide  formal  feedback  to  all  employees  on  performance  standards,  actual 
performance,  and  recommended  development  areas. 
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SECTION  7.6:  COST  RECOVERY  AND  CONSTRUCTION  FEES 


THE  OFFICE  OF  ENVIRONMENTAL  REVIEW 
DID  NOT  FULLY  RECOVER  THEIR  PROJECT 
REVIEW  COSTS  THROUGH  EXISTING  FEES 
IN  APPROXIMATELY  55  PERCENT  OF  ITS 
CASES  IN  1987.  FURTHERMORE,  THE 
DEPARTMENT  OF  CITY  PLANNING  DOES 
NOT  SYSTEMATICALLY  VERIFY  THAT 
ESTIMATED  PROJECT  CONSTRUCTION 
COSTS  ARE  ACCURATE  TO  ENSURE  THAT 
THE  CORRESPONDING  PLANNING  FEES  ARE 
APPROPRIATE.  BY  IMPLEMENTING  A 
COST  RECOVERY  FEE  SCHEDULE  AND  A 
COORDINATED  SYSTEMATIC  PROCEDURE 
FOR  EVALUATING  ESTIMATED  PROJECT 
CONSTRUCTION  COSTS  WITH  THE  BUREAU 
OF  BUILDING  INSPECTION,  THE 
DEPARTMENT  COULD  GENERATE 
INCREASED  REVENUES  ESTIMATED  TO 
AMOUNT  TO  APPROXIMATELY  $109,000 
IN  FY  1988-89. 


Most  City  Planning  Department  fees  are  based  on  the  cost  of  the  proposed 
project  construction,  as  estimated  by  the  project  sponsor  on  the  project 
application.  For  example,  the  initial  environmental  evaluation  fees  for  projects 
with  construction  costs  less  than  $10,000  are  $150;  the  initial  environmental 
evaluation  fees  for  projects  with  construction  costs  greater  than  $10,000  but  less 
than  $1  million  are  $150  plus  0.15  percent  of  the  cost  over  $10,000.  As  the 
estimated  construction  costs  of  the  project  continue  to  increase,  the  applicable 
planning  fees  increase. 

Fee  Cost  Recovery 

We  reviewed  all  environmental  review  project  cases  submitted  to  the 
Department  during  1987.  The  actual  fees  paid  by  each  project  sponsor  were 
compared  with  the  time  records  maintained  by  the  Department  to  determine  the 
amount  of  time  expended  by  individual  planners  on  each  case.  All  projects 
sponsored  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors,  the  Planning  Commission  or  the 
Department  of  City  Planning  were  excluded  because  they  are  exempt  from  paying 
any  fees.  Furthermore,  any  projects  that  were  still  active,  for  which  fees  could  not 
be  determined  or  were  specifically  waived  or  for  which  complete  information  was 
not  available  were  also  excluded  from  the  analysis.  Individual  planner  salaries 
and  benefits,  as  well  as  the  Department’s  overhead  and  the  City's  overhead  costs 


-133- 


for  the  Planning  Department  were  applied  to  reflect  the  Department  of  City 
Planning's  true  costs  for  the  time  expended  on  each  project. 

Based  on  this  analysis,  we  found  that  of  the  77  projects  reviewed,  42 
projects,  or  55  percent  of  the  projects,  did  not  cover  the  costs  expended  by  the 
Department  through  the  fees  that  were  collected  from  the  project  sponsor. 
Conversely,  45  percent  of  the  fees  paid  on  individual  cases  were  sufficient  to  cover 
the  costs  expended  by  the  Department  of  City  Planning  for  the  required 
environmental  review.  For  the  total  77  projects,  the  Department  did  not  collect 
sufficient  fees  to  cover  the  cost  of  the  amount  of  time  expended  for  these  required 
environmental  reviews.  If  the  Department  of  City  Planning  had  collected  fees 
equal  to  the  Department’s  estimated  costs  for  the  42  projects  in  which  their  costs 
exceeded  the  fees,  the  Department  would  have  realized  an  additional  $64,700  in 
revenues  in  1987. 

A review  of  the  different  type  of  environmental  reviews  found  that  there  was 
not  a significant  variation  in  the  cost  recovery  whether  a Negative  Declaration, 
General  Rule  Exclusion,  Categorical  Exemption  or  Other  type  of  environmental 
review  was  conducted.  Although  there  was  a slightly  greater  proportion  of 
General  Rule  Exclusion  and  Categorical  Exemption  projects  in  which  the  costs 
exceeded  the  fees,  in  approximately  one  half  of  each  of  these  types  of  cases  the  fees 
did  not  cover  the  costs  of  the  environmental  review.  There  was  not  a sufficient 
sample  to  separately  review  the  Environmental  Impact  Report  project  costs  in  this 
manner. 

It  should  also  be  noted  that  the  estimated  costs  to  the  Department  based  on 
our  review  is  a conservative  estimate.  Thus,  the  true  cost  to  the  Department  may 
be  somewhat  higher  and  the  fee  recovery  rate  may  "be  somewhat  lower.  This  is 
because  our  analysis  may  not  fully  reflect  the  amount  of  time  expended  on  each 
project  since  only  those  hours  that  were  recorded  by  individual  planners 
according  to  the  specific  project  case  numbers  could  be  included.  Furthermore, 
some  staffmember's  timesheets  were  missing  or  illegible  and  several  of  the 
supervisory  and  managerial  staff  admitted  that  they  may  spend  time  counseling 
staff  on  individual  cases,  although  their  time  sheets  may  not  always  reflect  this 
time. 


A survey  of  several  City  and  County  planning  departments  in  California 
found  that  Alameda  County  charges  most  of  their  planning  fees  based  on  their 
actual  costs  and  the  City  of  San  Rafael  charges  some  of  their  environmental 
review  fees  based  on  actual  staff  time  and  costs.  The  City  of  San  Diego  charges  an 
initial  $1,300  deposit  to  each  applicant  and  then  charges  staff  time  and  material 
costs  against  this  account,  until  the  project  review  is  completed;  the  applicant 
either  receives  a refund  or  must  make  an  additional  deposit  in  the  account, 
depending  upon  the  total  costs  expended  by  the  Department,  before  the  final  report 
is  issued. 
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To  capture  these  additional  cost  recovery  fee  revenues  in  San  Francisco, 
more  stringent  record  keeping  would  be  necessary.  This  would  improve  the 
accounting  of  staff  time  on  individual  projects.  The  Department  should  then 
develop  a cost  recovery  fee  procedure  to  insure  that  the  actual  costs  expended  by 
the  Department  on  individual  projects  are  reimbursed  for  those  cases  when  the 
actual  costs  exceed  the  amount  that  is  collected  through  the  estimated 
construction  cost  fee  schedule.  These  Planning  Department  costs  could  be 
provided  to  BBI  for  billing,  after  comparison  with  the  verified  construction  cost 
estimates,  as  described  in  the  following  section. 

Verification  of  Planning  Fere 

In  addition  to  not  fully  recovering  costs  incurred  by  the  Department 
through  fees,  the  Department  of  City  Planning  does  not  capture  its  mandated  fees 
based  on  the  actual  construction  costs  of  individual  projects.  This  is  because 
although  it  is  the  responsibility  of  the  project  sponsor  to  identify  the  estimated  cost 
of  the  construction  project  on  the  application,  no  verification  of  this  amount  is 
conducted  by  anyone  in  the  Department  of  City  Planning.  Yet,  this  estimate  is  the 
basis  for  determining  the  vast  majority  of  all  fee  revenues  collected  by  the 
Department  of  City  Planning. 

Under  the  current  procedures,  the  project  sponsor  completes  the 
appropriate  application  and  submits  the  application  with  any  necessary 
documentation  at  the  Zoning  Counter  on  the  fifth  floor  of  the  Planning 
Department.  The  planners  at  the  Zoning  Counter  have  a chart  that  specifies  the 
fees  to  be  charged,  depending  upon  the  type  of  planning  review  or  permit  required 
and  the  applicant's  estimated  construction  costs  of  the  project  No  application  is 
received  over  the  counter  unless  it  is  accompanied  by  a check  made  out  to  the 
Department  of  City  Planning  for  the  appropriate  amount  of  fees.  Once  the 
application  and  fees  are  complete,  the  Planning  Department  staff  begin  their 
reviews  (i.e.,  environmental  review,  variance,  rezoning,  etc.)  and  when  complete, 
the  Department  issues  the  appropriate  permits,  reports  and  documents  to  the 
applicant. 

During  the  course  of  these  planning  reviews  however,  no  systematic 
analysis,  scrutiny  or  verification  is  conducted  by  the  planning  staff  to  determine  if 
the  estimated  construction  amount  indicated  on  the  application  is  accurate. 
Based  on  interviews  with  the  environmental  review  staff,  some  planners  thought 
construction  costs  were  verified  during  the  project  review  phase  while  other 
planners  indicated  that  they  would  notice  the  construction  cost  estimate  if  it  were 
significantly  underestimated  or  overestimated.  However,  our  review  found  that 
no  additional  planning  fees  were  collected  or  refunded  by  the  Planning 
Department  during  1987  and  the  first  six  months  of  1988  because  of  an  inaccurate 
estimate  of  the  initial  construction  costs  on  a Planning  Department  appli cation. 
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This  is  particularly  surprising,  given  the  fact  that  the  Bureau  of  Building 
Inspection  (BBI)  estimates  that  between  40  to  50  percent  of  their  applications  are 
submitted  with  inaccurate  estimates  of  the  proposed  project's  construction  costs 
and  that  in  most  of  these  cases,  BBI  collects  additional  fees  from  the  applicants 
prior  to  issuing  their  building  permits.  BBI  has  instituted  a formal  methodology 
and  detailed  construction  cost  tables  for  evaluating  and  verifying  the  estimated 
cost  of  construction  with  the  plans  and  specifications  that  are  submitted  by  the 
applicant.  According  to  discussions  with  BBI,  their  building  cost  tables  are 
revised  every  six  months,  in  accordance  with  industry  standards  for  new 
construction  and  then  adjusted  to  reflect  current  conditions  in  San  Francisco. 

In  1986,  the  Controller's  Office  conducted  a Revenue  Collection  Audit  of  the 
Department  of  City  Planning  and  recommended  that  the  Department  either 
develop  standards  to  enable  Planning  staff  to  evaluate  the  applicant’s  estimate  of 
construction  costs  or  coordinate  the  application  and  approval  process  with  BBI  so 
that  the  estimated  construction  costs  could  be  reexamined  and  the  appropriate 
fees  subsequently  collected  or  refunded,  as  necessary.  The  Controller’s  audit 
found  that,  based  on  a sample  of  31  applications  submitted  during  FY  1983-84  and 
FY  1984-85,  the  Department  of  City  Planning  lost  approximately  5.7  percent  of  its 
construction  cost  based  fees,  estimated  at  approximately  $84,600,  due  to  lack  of 
verification  of  the  applicant's  construction  costs.  BBI  states  that  this  is  a 
reasonable,  albeit  conservative  estimate. 

According  to  the  Department  of  City  Planning,  approximately  98  percent  of 
all  of  their  fees  collected  are  based  on  construction  cost  estimates.  Assuming  a 
similar  rate  of  fee  errors  would  be  currently  detected,  the  Department  of  City 
Planning  could  have  generated  an  approximately  $104,700  of  additional  annual 
revenue,  based  on  FY  1987-88  revenues.  And  given  the  total  targeted  fee  collection 
revenue  for  the  Department  in  FY  1988-89  of  $1,956,348,  assuming  98  percent  of 
these  revenues  are  based  on  estimated  construction  costs  and  5.7  percent  of  these 
revenues  are  lost  due  to  underestimated  costs,  the  Department  of  City  Planning 
could  generate  approximately  an  additional  $109,300  of  revenue  in  FY  1988-89. 

In  response  to  both  the  Controller's  audit  and  our  inquiries,  the 
Department  of  City  Planning  stated  that  it  would  be  too  time  consuming  for  their 
staff  at  the  Zoning  Counter  to  verify  estimated  construction  costs,  that  BBI  is 
currently  collecting  Plan  Check  fees  and  that  in  the  future  when  BBI  and  the 
Planning  Departments  are  physically  combined  on  the  first  floor  it  will  be  easier 
to  jointly  verify  and  collect  the  appropriate  fees.  The  Department  also  stated  that 
in  many  cases,  applicants  do  not  submit  sufficiently  detailed  plans  to  accurately 
estimate  construction  costs  and  that  projects  often  change  from  the  time  the 
initial  application  is  submitted  until  the  permit  is  actually  issued. 
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However,  the  combining  of  Planning  and  BBI  functions  on  the  first  floor 
will  not  occur  for  at  least  another  year.  The  amount  of  revenue  loss  is  also  too 
significant  to  postpone  these  cost  effective  solutions  any  longer.  Furthermore, 
there  is  likely  to  be  an  incentive  for  developers  to  underestimate  or  conservatively 
estimate  the  construction  costs  of  a given  project  and  thus  pay  lower  fees, 
especially  when  they  realize  that  there  is  no  confirmation  of  their  construction 
cost  estimates  conducted  by  the  City  Planning  Department.  We  do  recognize  the 
fact  that  the  applicant’s  project  may  change  from  the  time  it  is  submitted  to  the 
Planning  Department  until  the  time  a building  permit  is  issued  and  the 
construction  costs  can  be  verified.  Nevertheless,  we  would  recommend  that  a 
fully  coordinated  Planning  Department  and  BBI  procedure  be  implemented  as 
soon  as  possible  to  verify  all  fees  based  on  estimates  of  construction  costs,  and  that 
final  approval  and  permits  be  withheld  until  any  outstanding  fees  have  been  paid. 

In  almost  all  cases,  Planning  Department  applicants  require  building 
permits,  before  they  may  commence  their  proposed  project  construction.  In  fact, 
the  Bureau  of  Building  Inspection  currently  collects  fees  for  the  Department  of 
City  Planning's  required  Plan  Checks.  At  the  time  the  building  permit  is  issued, 
if  the  construction  cost  estimate  has  been  revised,  the  fees  are  adjusted 
accordingly.  Thus,  the  same  methodology  that  BBI  currently  uses  to  assess 
construction  costs  could  easily  be  expanded  to  include  other  Planning  Department 
fees  that  are  based  on  construction  costs. 

The  additional  recommended  fees  could  be  collected  by  the  BBI  at  the  time 
the  final  building  permit(s)  are  issued  as  is  the  current  practice.  Planning 
associated  fees  would  be  credited  back  to  the  Planning  Department,  less  a slight 
administrative  charge  to  be  recovered  by  BBI  for  a portion  of  BBI's  cost  for 
estimating  the  actual  construction  cost  and  for  billing  and  collecting  the 
appropriate  fees.  The  Planning  Department  should  also  reimburse  BBI  for  the 
initial  programming  costs  associated  with  implementing  these  changes.  A 
procedure  should  be  developed  to  indicate  the  type  of  reviews  that  have  been 
completed  on  any  given  project  and  the  date  and  amount  of  fees  that  were  collected 
for  each.  This  would  need  to  be  accompanied  by  the  appropriate  Planning 
Department  fee  schedules.  BBI  would  then  be  able  to  maintain  complete, 
accurate  and  consistent  accounting  of  all  fees  charged  and  collected.  If  the  time 
and  material  costs,  discussed  in  the  earlier  sections  of  this  finding  are  greater 
than  the  actual  construction  cost  fees,  then  this  cost  recovery  fee  should  prevail. 
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CONCLUSION 


Most  City  Planning  Department  fees  are  based  on  the  estimated  cost 
of  the  project’s  construction.  However,  we  found  that  in  1987,  the 
Environmental  Review  Section  did  not  recover  their  costs  through  fee 
collections  in  approximately  55  percent  of  its  cases.  Furthermore,  the 
Department  of  City  Planning  does  not  systematically  verify  that  estimated 
project  construction  costs  are  accurate  to  ensure  that  the  corresponding 
planning  fees  are  appropriate.  By  implementing  a cost  recovery  fee 
schedule  and  a coordinated  systematic  procedure  for  evaluating  estimated 
project  construction  costs  with  the  Bureau  of  Building  Inspection,  the 
Department  could  generate  increased  revenues  estimated  to  amount  to 
approximately  $109,000  in  FY  1988-89. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

We  recommend  that  the  Department  of  City  Planning: 

Implement  a cost  recovery  fee  to  cover  the  actual  costs  incurred 
by  the  Department  to  review,  evaluate  and  issue  permits  and 
reports  for  individual  project  applicants,  based  on  the  actual 
amount  of  time  expended  on  individual  cases. 

Institute  tighter  controls  on  time  keeping  records  for  all  staff 
members  to  insure  that  all  project  hours  and  costs  are 
identified. 

Work  with  the  Bureau  of  Building  Inspection  to  immediately 
develop  and  implement  a coordinated  construction  cost 
verification  procedure  for  all  Planning  fees  that  are  based  on  the 
estimated  cost  of  construction. 

We  recommend  that  the  Bureau  of  Building  Inspection: 

Work  with  the  Planning  Department  to  develop  and  implement  a 
coordinated  construction  cost  verification  procedure  for  all  fees 
that  are  based  on  the  estimated  cost  of  construction  as  soon  as 
possible. 

COSDS/BENEFTTS 

The  implementation  of  these  recommendations  would  result  in  net 
increased  revenues  estimated  to  amount  to  approximately  $109,000 
annually,  assuming  one-time  programming  costs  and  ongoing 
administrative  expenses  would  be  recovered  by  BBI  for  estimating 
construction  costs,  billing  and  collecting  Planning  fees.  These  fees  would 
also  reflect  the  Department's  actual  costs  to  conduct  the  work  required  on 
each  project  and  would  more  accurately  reflect  the  true  costs  of  the  project  s 
construction,  as  mandated  by  the  City’s  fee  ordinance. 
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SECTION  8:  DEPARTMENTAL  STAFFING  AND  MANAGEMENT  ASSISTANCE 

SECTION  8.1:  DEPARTMENT  STAFFING 

ALTHOUGH  THE  DEPARTMENT'S  BUDGET 
ALLOCATES  14  POSITIONS  TO 
DEPARTMENT  ADMINISTRATION,  WE 
FOUND  THAT  FIVE  OF  THOSE  14 
POSITIONS,  OR  APPROXIMATELY  35%, 

ARE  NOT  NEEDED  TO  HANDLE 
ADMINISTRATIVE  DUTIES.  BASED  ON 
OUR  RECOMMENDATIONS,  THE  DIRECTOR 
OF  PLANNING  HAS  ALREADY 
REALLOCATED  FOUR  OF  THE  FIVE 
POSITIONS,  NOT  NEEDED  FOR 
ADMINISTRATION,  TO  OTHER  NEEDED 
PROGRAMS.  ALSO,  BASED  ON  THE 
DEPARTMENT'S  OUTPUTS,  AS 
PRESCRIBED  IN  ITS  WORK  PROGRAM  AND 
BASED  ON  OUR  DETAILED  REVIEW,  STAFF 
SHOULD  BE  REALLOCATED  FROM  THE 
PLANS  AND  PROGRAMS  DIVISION  TO  THE 
IMPLEMENTATION  DIVISION  (THE 
PROPOSED  NEIGHBORHOOD  PLANNING 
DIVISION).  BY  ALLOCATING  MORE  STAFF 
TO  THE  IMPLEMENTATION  DIVISION,  THE 
VALUE  OF  THE  DEPARTMENT'S  OUTPUTS 
WOULD  BE  ENHANCED  AND  THE  PUBLIC 
BETTER  SERVED. 


The  Department  of  City  Planning's  General  Fund  staffing  increased  from  65 
positions  in  FY  1980-81  to  104  positions  in  FY  1984-85  and  remained  at  that  level  until 
FY  1987-88  when  staffing  was  reduced  to  102  positions.  According  to  the 
Department,  these  General  Fund  positions  were  supplemented  by  federally  and 
other-agency-funded  positions  to  perform  specific  tasks.  Table  12  shows  the 
Department's  General  Fund  and  Grant  Funded  staffing  levels  from  FY  1980-81 
through  FY  1988-89. 
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Table  12 


Department  of  City  Planning  General  Fund  and  Grant  Fund  Staffing 

by  Fiscal  Year 


FY 

FY 

FY 

FY 

FY 

FY 

FY 

FY 

FY 

80-81  81-82  82-83  86-84 

84-85 

85-86 

86-87 

87-88 

88-89 

General  Fund  Positions 
Plans  & Programs  Division 
Implementation  Division 

9 

16 

20 

29 

36 

36 

32 

29 

29 

Code  Compliance 
Project  Review  and 

12 

15 

20 

22 

21 

21 

28 

29 

30 

Environmental  Evaluation 

15 

26 

27 

29 

32 

32 

29 

29 

29 

Department  Administration 

17 

18 

13 

13 

15 

15 

15 

15 

14 

Temps.  & Overtime 

12 

0.5 

1 

3.3 

0.1 

0.1 

0.2 

0.3 

0-4 

Full  Time  Equivalent  (FTE) 

65 

75.5 

81 

96.3 

104.1 

104.1 

104.2 

102.3 

102.4 

Grant  Funded  Positions 

29 

15 

8 

5 

7 

11 

4 

9 

6 

5 

Total  Positions  (FTE) 

94 

90.5 

89 

101.3 

111.1 

115.1 

113.2 

108.3 

107.4 

Reallocation  of  Department  Administration  Staff 

As  shown  in  Table  12,  Department  Administration  is  currently  authorized  14 
positions.  Those  positions,  along  with  our  recommended  staffing  for  Department 
Administration,  are  shown  below  in  Table  13. 

Table  13 


Department  Administration  Staffing: 
Current  and  RecpmmgQded 


Position 

Number  of 

Recommended 

Classification  Positions 

Staffing 

Pgsilign  Description 

5116 

1 

1 

Director  of  Planning 

1454 

1 

1 

Executive  Secretary 

5115 

1 

1 

Deputy  Director  of  Planning 

1452 

1 

0 

Executive  Secretary 

1556 

1 

1 

Administrative  (Commission) 
Secretary 

1222 

1 

1 

Senior  Payroll  and  Personnel 
Clerk 

1404 

1 

1 

Clerk 

1426 

1 

1 

Senior  Clerk  Typist 

1650 

2 

1 

Accountant 

1842 

1 

0 

Management  Assistant 

5281 

1 

0 

Planner  III  - Administrative 
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5296  1 0 Planner  IV  - Urban  Systems 

Analyst 

A635  _1  _1  Fiscal  and  Operations  Officer 

Total  14  9 

We  believe  that  the  Department  Administration  support  positions  shown  above  (the 
two  operating  divisions  have  their  own  secretaries  and  clerks)  significantly  exceeds 
the  administrative  personnel  resources  that  are  required  to  run  an  organization  of 
102  authorized  positions. 

The  Department  of  City  Planning  for  the  City  of  San  Jose,  which  currently 
has  authorized  74.3  staff  positions,  has  only  the  Director  and  his  Executive  Secretary 
and  two  staff  persons  to  handle  the  administrative  functioning  of  that  Department. 
We  recognize  that  San  Francisco  and  San  Jose  have  different  planning 
environments  and  administrative  requirements  and  have  recommended  staffing 
accordingly.  Our  recommendation  would  allocate  the  Administrative  Secretary  and 
a staff  of  five,  in  addition  to  the  Director,  the  Deputy  Director,  and  the  Executive 
Secretary,  to  the  Administrative  management  of  the  Department. 

The  Urban  Systems  Analyst  position  performs  a line  function  and  should  be 
transferred  to  the  Plans  and  Programs  Division  so  as  to  be  accountable  to  the 
Assistant  Director,  Plans  and  Programs,  who  is  responsible  for  the  collection, 
storage,  and  retrieval  of  planning  data.  Reportedly,  the  reason  for  assigning  this 
position  to  Department  Management  was  because  of  personalities.  The  person  who 
held  that  position  for  many  years  retired  June  30,  1988.  The  position  should  now  be 
reassigned  to  the  Plans  and  Programs  Division. 

As  discussed  in  Section  6.2,  the  Deputy  Director  would  perform  duties  suitable 
for  a deputy,  which  may  include  overseeing  the  Administrative  Secretary's 
performance  and  providing  guidance  when  required.  The  Executive  Secretary 
position  has  been  vacant  for  many  months.  The  clerical  needs  of  the  Deputy 
Director  can  be  performed  by  the  Director's  Executive  Secretary  and  other  clerical 
personnel  on  the  administrative  staff.  One  of  the  two  accountants  recently  left  the 
Department  after  being  assigned  administrative  duties  in  the  Implementation 
Division.  The  classification  5281,  Planner  III  - Administration,  has  already  been 
reassigned  to  the  Implementation  Division.  The  classification  1842,  Management 
Assistant,  position  is  responsible  for  the  logistical  operations  within  the  Department 
and  for  "office  management",  the  latter  task  reported  to  consume  approximately  70 
percent  of  the  incumbent's  time.  The  duties  assigned  to  this  position,  79  percent  of 
which  by  Departmental  estimate  are  shown  in  Exhibit  14  on  the  following  page,  can 
be  assumed  by  the  remainder  of  the  Administrative  staff  and  the  position 
transferred  to  the  Implementation  Division. 

The  Director  of  Planning  agrees,  in  general,  with  the  recommendation  to 
shift  staff  from  Division  Administration  to  the  Implementation  Division  and  has,  as 
indicated  above,  already  begun  the  process  of  shifting  staff.  Our  recommended 
organizational  plan  would  result  in  the  transfer  from  Department  Administration 
of  one  position  to  the  Plans  and  Programs  Division  and  the  transfer  of  four  positions 
to  the  Implementation  Division. 
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August  1988 


Annual  Work.  Activities 

Tin*?  Eiolf-Ci/fraducis 

651  Office  Management 

(1352  Hrs . ) 

1)  Draft  Office  Procedures  Manuel 

2)  Final  Procedures  Manual 

3)  Coordinate  clerical  workload 

4)  Auto  maintenance  and  repairs 

5)  Supervise  front  office  and  clerk 

6)  Maintain  office  safety 

7)  Maintain/ Improve  office  systems 

8)  Accident/Injury  reports 

9)  Respond  to  emergencies 

10)  Develop  3 equipment  lease 

11)  agreements 

11)  Develop  6 equipment  maintenance 
contracts 

12)  Supervise  suppl les/equlpoent 
Inventory  control 

13)  Facilities  maintenance 

14)  Hanage  Telephone  system.  Re- 
program 

15)  Hanage  Planning  Commission 
calling 

101  Procurement 

208  Hrs. 

1)  Oversee  consummate  supplies 
procurement 

2)  Develop  20  Term  Purchase 
Agreements 

3)  Prepare  15  Reproduction  orders 

4)  Prepare  5 Printing  Purchase 
Orders,  assist  with  bid  process 

5)  Purchase  equipment,  furniture 

22  Revolving  Funds 

(42irs.) 

1)  Issue  checks 

2)  Maintain  and  balance  account 

22  Budget 

(42  Hrs.) 

1)  Report  expenditure  for  materials 
supplies, 

printing,  and  reproduction 

2)  Assist  In  projecting  budget  needs 
for  TPAs . 

purchase  orders,  materials 
and  supplies. 


Dale 


7/88 

10/88 

on-golng 

on-going 

on-golng 

on-going 

on-golng 

on-golng 

on-golng 

6/88,  annually 

6/88,  annually 

on-golng 

on-golng 

on-golng 

weekly 


bi-weekly 

6/89 

on-golng 

on-golng 
an  necessary 


on-go  I ikj 
on-golng 


monthly 


12/68,  annually 
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Reallocation  of  Plans  and  Programs  Staff 


A review  of  the  Plans  and  Programs  accomplishments  on  Work  Program 
objectives,  a review  of  the  nature  of  the  Division’s  Work  Program  objectives,  and 
observations  during  the  course  of  this  audit  lead  us  to  the  conclusion  that,  based  on 
the  Department's  current  staffing  level,  staff  should  be  shifted  from  the  Plans  and 
Programs  Division  to  the  Implementation  Division. 

Exhibits  15  and  16,  beginning  on  pages  144  and  147  respectively,  show  Work 
Program  objectives  for  the  Plans  and  Programs  Division  for  FY1986-87  and  FT  1987- 
88.  Also  shown  are  results  actually  achieved  for  those  fiscal  years.  A comparison  of 
results  achieved  to  objectives  reveals  that  a low  percentage  of  planned  work  is 
actually  accomplished.  Of  the  Division’s  really  significant  objectives,  rezoning 
studies  and  Master  Plan  element  development/amendments,  two  of  seven  planned 
were  actually  accomplished  for  FY  1986-87  and  only  one  of  nine  was  accomplished 
for  FY  1987-88. 

The  Departments  explanation  of  its  work  program  results  is  shown  in 
Appendix  F. 

Exhibit  17  on  page  150  is  an  extract  of  the  Plans  and  Programs  Division 
organizational  chart  from  the  FY  1987-88  Work  Program.  For  FY  1987-88,  there 
were  a total  of  29  positions  assigned  to  the  Division  exclusive  of  the  Special  Projects 
Section,  which  was  funded  for  most  of  the  year  by  the  Mission  Bay  developer.  Eleven 
of  those  29  positions,  including  a Planner  V position,  are  assigned  to  the 
Transportation  and  Commerce  and  Industry  Section.  With  respect  to  Work 
Program  accomplishment,  the  output  of  this  Section  for  FY  1987-88  was  minimal. 
The  Commerce  and  Industry  Group  is  primarily  involved  in  rezoning  studies.  The 
Transportation  Group  is  responsible  for  the  transportation  aspects  of  environmental 
reviews,  monitoring  the  implementation  of  the  Transportation  Systems 
Management  Program,  and  coordinating  with  various  agencies  on  transportation 
issues.  Our  review  of  these  activities  leads  us  to  the  conclusion  that  the  marginal 
value  of  much  of  this  work  does  not  measure  up  to  the  value  of  work  that  is  going 
unperformed  or  under  performed  in  the  Implementation  Division,  such  as  in  the 
Information  Office  or  the  processing  of  building  permit  applications. 

In  the  past  few  years,  the  Plans  and  Programs  Division  has  completed 
rezonings  of  the  Downtown  district,  the  Tenderloin  district,  neighborhood 
commercial  districts,  Rincon  Hill,  South  of  Market,  and  Van  Ness  Avenue.  The 
modification  of  zoning  controls  in  established  neighborhoods  remains  a major 
challenge.  But  the  primary  challenge  to  the  Department  of  City  Planning  and  the 
greatest  benefit  to  the  City  would  be  the  effective  implementation  of  all  the  plans, 
programs,  rezonings,  controls,  rules,  and  procedures  that  have  been  developed  by 
the  Department  since  the  early  1980s  and  which  are  currently  being  implemented  in 
an  uneven  and  often  ineffective  manner.  We  therefore  are  recommending  that 
staffing  for  the  Plans  and  Programs  Division  be  reduced  to  its  FY  1982-83  level  of  20 
authorized  positions. 
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SUMMARY  OF  FY 1886-87  WORK  PROGRAM 
DEPARTMENT  OF  CITY  PLANNING 


PrPgrainTToieCt  Emerted  RasultsOutout 

H PLANS  & PROGRAMS 


A.  Comprehensive  Planning  & 

Development  Programming 

1 . Downtown 

Downtown  Plan  Implementation-  No  stated  action. 
Monitoring 

Coordination  with  Transpor-  Progress  report  by 

tation  and  Proposition  K December  31, 1986. 

2.  South  of  Market/Bayshore 
In  du  trial  Areas 


a.  South  of  Market  Publish  a Showplace 

b.  Showplace  Square/Inner  Mission  Square/Inner  Mission 

Plan  for  citizen  review 
by  June  30, 1987. 


3.  South  Bayshore  Area 


Adopt  final  South  of 
Market  (sic)  Master  Plan 
Amendment  and 
Zoning  Controls  by 
December  1986. 


4.  Transportation 

Marin  101  Corridor  Study  Progress  Report  by 

June  30, 1987. 

Transit  Preferential  Streets  Program 
Monitoring  the  Implementation 
of  Transportation  Systems  Manage- 
ment (TSM)  Program 
Mission  Bay  Development  Plan  and 
Environmental  Impact  Report 
Northern  Waterfront  Plan  and 
Environmental  Impact  Report 
South  of  Market/Bayshore  Industrial 
Area  Plan  and  Environmental  Impact 
Report  - Transportation 
Coordination  with  Neighborhood 
Planning  Projects 
Participation  in  Project  Review 
Participation  in  Environmental  Review 
Coordination  with  Neighborhood, 

Business  and  Other  Development 
Agencies 


Rxhihit  IK 

Page  1 of  3 


Actual  Result 


Obviated  by 

Proposition  "M". 
Not  accomplished. 


'Not  accomplished. 


Not  accomplished. 


A one  paragraph 
report  on  these 
continuing  transpor- 
tation activities  is 
developed  for  input 
to  the  Department  s 
Annual  Report 
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Program/Proiect 

5.  Recreation  and  Open  Space 


Expected  ResultsOutout 


Amendment  of  the  Recreation 
and  Open  Space  Element 
Downtown  Plan 
Pedestrian  Network  Plan 
Waterfront 


Draft  Element  by 
June  30, 1986. 
No  stated  action. 
No  stated  action. 
No  stated  action. 


6.  Intergovernmental  Liaison 

and  Coordination 


Progress  Report  by 
June  30, 1987. 


7. 


Housing 

Housing  Preservation  and 
Demolition  Ordinances 
Housing  Inventory  Series  and 
Annual  Rent  Survey 
Annual  Review  of  Residential 
Hotel  Status  and  Amendments 
to  Residential  Hotel  Ordinance 
Evaluation  of  Programs  and 
Actions  to  Implement  Residential 
Element 

International  Hotel 


Progress  Report  by 
September  30, 1986. 
Complete  inventory  by 
December  31, 1986. 
Complete  review  by 
June  30, 1987. 

No  stated  action. 


No  stated  action. 


8.  Rezoning  Studies 

Neighborhood  Commercial 
Rezoning 
Chinatown 


New  Ordinance  enacted 
by  March  31, 1987. 
Complete  legislation  by 
March  30, 1987. 


Van  Ness  Avenue 
- Nob  Hill 

Fisherman's  Wharf  Study 
Van  Ness/market  Zoning  Study 
Consideration  of  Height  Limits  in 
Neighborhood  Commercial  and 
Residential  Areas 


Complete  legislation  by 
September  30, 1986 
Progress  Report  by 
June  30, 1986. 

No  stated  action. 

No  stated  action. 

No  stated  action. 


9.  Neighborhood  Planning  Program  Progress  Report  by 

June  30, 1987. 


Exhibit!  5 

Page  2 of  3 

Actual  Result 


Not  accomplished. 


The  Report  consists  of 
a single  paragraph  in 
the  Annual  Report 

No  written  report 
submitted. 

Published  in 
June,  1987. 

Published  in 
March,  1988. 


Accomplished. 

Adopted  by  Board  of 
Supervisors  on 
April  13, 1987. 

Not  accomplished. 

Not  accomplished. 


Report  issued 
July  16, 1987. 


10.  Proposition  K - Implementation  Study  Complete  by  February,  1987.  Not  accomplished. 

11.  Historic  Preservation  Complete  draft  Preserva-  Not  accomplished. 

tion  Element  for  citizen 
review  by  June  30, 1987. 
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RxhihitlS 

Page  3 of  3 

Pn>granVPn?iffft  ResuitsOutrxit  Actual  Result 


12. 

Seismic  Safely  Codes  Study 

Complete  consultant  study 
by  December  3 1, 1986. 

Study  not  funded. 

13. 

Reprint  the  Master  Plan 

Not  accomplished. 

14. 

Capital  Program 

No  stated  action. 

Work  accomplished 

15. 

Mission  Bay 

No  stated  action. 

Work  accomplished 
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Eshftritlfi 

Page  1 of  3 


SUMMARY  OF  FY 1987-88  WORK  PROGRAM 
DEPARTMENT  OF  CITY  PLANNING 


Program/Proiect 

Expected  ResultsOutPut  Actual  Result 

H.  PLANS  & PROGRAMS 


1 . Downtown 

Plan  Implementation- 
Monitoring  Ordinance 

No  stated  action. 

Coordination  with  Transpor- 
tation and  Proposition  K 

No  stated  action. 

2.  Industrial  Area  Rezoning  Studies 


a . South  of  Market 

Adopt  Final  South  of  Market  Not  accomplished. 
Master  Plan  Amendment 
and  Zoning  Controls  by 
June  1988. 

b.  Showplace  Square 

Publish  a Showplace  Not  accomplished. 

Square  Plan  for  citizen 
review  by  October  1987 

c.  Mission  Northeast  Industrial  Zone  Publish  a Mission  North-  Not  accomplished 


d.  South  Van  Ness-Mission  Area 

east  Industrial  Zone  Plan 
by  March  1988. 

Publish  a South  Van  Ness-  Not  accomplished. 
Mission  Area  Plan  by 
March  1988. 

e . South  Bayshore  Area 

Adopt  Final  South  Bayshore  Not  accomplished. 
Area  Master  Plan 
Amendment  and  Zoning 
Controls  by  June  1988. 
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Program/Proiect 


Expected  ResultaOutPut 


Fxhihit  lfi 

Page  2 of  3 

Actual  Result 


3.  Transportation 

Marin  101  Corridor  Study 

Transit  Preferential  Streets 
Program 

Monitoring  the  Implementation 
of  Transportation  Systems  Manage- 
ment (TSM)  Program 
Mission  Bay  Development  Plan  and 
Environmental  Impact  Report 
Transportation  Elements  of 
Department  Planning  Activities 
Participation  in  Project  Review 

Participation  in  Environmental 
Review 

Coordination  with  Neighborhood, 
Business  and  Other  Development 
Agencies 


Progress  Report  by 
June  30, 1987. 
Progress  Report  by 
June  30, 1988. 
Progress  Report  by 
June  30, 1988. 


Progress  Report  by 
June  30, 1988 
Progress  Report  by 
June  30, 1988 


Progress  Report  by 
June  30, 1988 


4.  Recreation  and  Open  Space 
Downtown  Plan 
Pedestrian  Network  Plan 


No  stated  action. 
No  stated  action. 


5.  In  tergrovemmental  Liaison 

and  Coordination 


Progress  Report  by 
June  30, 1987. 


A one  paragraph 
report  on  these 
continuing  transpor- 
tation activities  is 
developed  for  input 
to  the  Department's 
Annual  Report. 


6.  Housing 

Conversion  and  Demolition 
Ordinance 

Housing  Inventory  Series  and 
Annual  Rent  Survey 

Annual  Review  of  Residential 
Hotel  Ordinance 

Evaluation  of  Programs  and 
Actions  to  Implement  Residential 
Element 

International  Hotel 

Residential  Project  Review  and 
Policy  Analysis 

7.  Rezoning  Studies 

Van  Ness  Avenue 

Northern  Waterfront  Study 

Van  Ness/market  Zoning  Study 

Neighborhood  Commercial 
Rezoning 

Consideration  of  Height  Limits 
in  Neighborhood  Commercial 
and  Residential  Areas 


Progress  Report  by  Not  accomplished. 

June  30, 1988. 

Complete  inventory  by  Published  in 

December  31, 1987.  July  1988. 

Complete  review  by  Accomplished. 

June  30, 1988. 

No  stated  action. 


No  stated  action. 
No  stated  action. 


Complete  legislation  by  Not  accomplished. 

July  1987. 

Publish  Plan  by  Not  accomplished. 

September  1987 
No  stated  action. 

New  ordinance  enacted  by  Accomplished. 

October  31, 1987. 

No  stated  action. 
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Exhibit  lfi 

Page  3 of  3 


PiygrarnTroiect 

Expected  ResultsOu  tout 

Actual  Result 

8. 

Neighborhood  Planning  Program 

Progress  Report  by 
June  30, 1988. 

Accomplished. 

9. 

Historic  Preservation 

Adopt  Preservation  Element  Not  accomplished, 
by  September  30, 1987. 

10. 

Seismic  Safety  Codes  Study 

Study  not  funded. 

n. 

Reprint  the  Master  Plan 

Released  to  public 
in  July,  1988. 

12. 

Capital  Program 

No  stated  action. 

Work  accomplished. 

13. 

Mission  Bay 

No  stated  action. 

Work  accomplished. 
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Assistant  Director 


5 

5 


i’S.sl  15 

mi  is 
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1/15/A7 


In  response  to  this  recommendation,  the  Department  states  that  the 
equivalent  of  9.5  Plans  and  Programs  positions  are  already  assigned  to 
Implementation  Division  Work,  as  shown  in  Appendix  G.  Our  recommendation  is 
that  10  positions  be  actually  transferred  to  the  Implementation  Division  in  the 
Department's  budget  and  in  the  Department's  chain  of  accountability. 


FY  l983-39.Departmental  Staffing 

Appendix  D is  a copy  of  an  August,  1988,  memorandum  from  the  Director  of 
Planning  to  the  City  Planning  Commission  in  which  the  Director  provides  the 
Commission  with  staffing  and  cost  estimates  to  provide  improved  levels  of 
Implementation  Division  services.  Specific  current  and  improved  levels  of  services 
are  described  in  Attachment  2 of  the  memorandum. 

Exhibit  18  on  page  152,  an  extract  of  that  memorandum,  gives  the 
Department’s  estimate  of  additional  staffing  required  to  provide  improved  services, 
as  defined  in  the  memorandum.  Combining  these  stated  staffing  needs  with  ail  of 
the  recommendations  we  make  in  this  audit  report  leads  us  to  the  following 
conclusions: 

1.  The  levels  of  service  that  would  be  provided  by  the  additional  staffing  are 
optimal,  i.e.,  the  Department  would  be  providing  full  and  effective  public 
service  and  and  would  be  performing  all  Implementation  Division  functions 
in  an  optimal  manner. 

2.  Transfer  of  all  Planning  Code  enforcement  tasks  legally  possible  to  the 
Bureau  of  Building  Inspection  would  negate  the  need  for  additional 
Department  code  enforcement  personnel  and  eventually  reduce  the 
Department’s  requirement  to  one  staff  person. 

3.  We  think  that  Implementation  Division  staff  should  be  reallocated  to  the 
Office  of  Environmental  Review,  based  on  the  recommendations  included  in 
Section  5.2.  If  environmental  review  functions  are  not  combined  with  project 
review  functions,  then  no  additional  staff  should  be  allocated  to  the  Office  of 
Environmental  Review. 

Including  the  Planner  V Section  Chief  and  two  clerical  personnel,  there  are  a 
total  of  13  authorized  positions  assigned  to  the  Office  of  Environmental 
Review.  The  Department  has  a chart  showing  the  equivalent  of  16.5  staff 
positions  assigned  to  environmental  activities,  including  staff  members  in 
such  sections  as  the  Transportation  Section  of  the  Plans  and  Programs 
Division.  The  City  of  Oakland,  with  approximately  the  same  land  area  but 
one-half  the  population,  has  a total  of  23  positions  in  its  entire  City  Planning 
Department;  16.5  staff  positions  amounts  to  71.7  percent  of  Oakland's  entire 
Department.  The  City  of  San  Francisco  has  reached  the  point  of  diminishing 
returns  in  responding  to  the  argument  that  the  City's  environmental 
documents  must  be  legally  perfect  by  assigning  additional  staff  to  that 
function.  Also  in  comparison,  the  City  of  Los  Angeles’  Planning  Department 
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tXnUMLIO 


IMPLEMENTATION 


F/Y  1988-89 

Additiona 

Activity 

Staffing 

Needed 

PERMIT  REVIEW  - Sullivan 

1 

- 

Permit  Checking 

5.8 

3 

Neighborhood  Commercial 

3.15 

1 

Nonconforming  Uses 

.3 

2.5 

Miscellaneous 

.3 

.5 

Variances 

1.7 

1 

Discretionary  Review  (Non-Richmond/Sunset) 

1.3 

- 

Bernal  Heights/Inner  Mission 

.25 

- 

Code  Enforcement 

4 

4 

SUB-TOTAL 

17.8 

12 

COMMISSION  CASES  - Blazej 

1 

_ 

Downtown  Permits  including  Project  Monitoring 

1 

1 

Conditional  Uses  (Non-NCRS) 

3.2 

- 

Condominiums,  Subdivisions,  Parcel  Maps 

.7 

.5 

Zoning  Reclassifications,  Text  Amendment 

.7 

- 

Discretionary  Review  (Richmond/Sunset) 

1 

- 

Landmarks/Proposition  M - Historic 

1 

1 

Master  Plan  Referrals 

.9 

1* 

Institutional  Master  Plan 

.6 

.2 

Study  Area  Permits 

1.6 

- 

Transportation  Aspects  of  Commission  Cases 

.5 

- 

SUB-TOTAL 

12.2 

3.7 

ENVIRONMENTAL  REVIEW**  (Sahm  prorated) 

Negative  Declarations  and  Exemptions 

3.0 

2.5 

Environmental  Evaluations/Environmental  Impact 
Reports 

2.8 

1.7 

Shadow  Analysis 

.25 

- 

Transportation  Aspects  of  Environmental  Review 

.75 

.25 

SUB-TOTAL 

6.8 

4.45 

ADMI NI STRATI ON/SUPPORT 

Assistant  Director  - Passmore 

1 

- 

Office  Manager 

- 

1 

Typing/Clerical 

10 

6 

Telephones  . 

2 

- 

Graphics/Block  Books 

2 

.5*** 

Zoning  Information 

3 

2 

SUB-TOTAL 

18  - 

575 

TOTAL 

54.8 

29.65 

*.5  FTE  to  cover  re-review  for  Proposition  M findings. 

♦♦Reflects  the  Office  of  Environmental  Review  (OER)  staffing  for 
Implementation  work  program  activities  which  are  revenue-producing. 
Therefore,  20-30%  of  OER  work  load  and  staffing  are  not  reflected, 
(e.g.,  Environmental  Impact  Reports  (EIR's)  for  Plans  and  Programs  and 
environmental  review  for  Board-initiated  interim  controls.) 
♦♦♦Temporary 
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with  approximately  319  authorized  staff  has  a total  of  10.5  staff  members 
assigned  to  environmental  review. 

4.  We  agree  that  at  least  two  zoning  information  professional  staff  and 
additional  clerical  personnel  are  required  for  the  Division  to  function 
effectively.  We  also  agree  that  based  on  current  Departmental  rules  and 
procedures,  additional  staffing  is  required  for  permit  processing. 

5.  Much  of  the  work  of  clearing  up  the  nonconforming  uses  backlog  can  be 
assigned  to  students  on  a project  basis. 

6.  Given  the  foregoing  and  the  objective  of  adding  staff  members  to  the 
Implementation  Division,  we  recommend  the  following  actions: 

a.  Transfer  the  Urban  Systems  Analyst  positions  from  Department 
Administration  to  the  Plans  and  Programs  Division. 

b.  Transfer  ten  staff  positions  from  the  Plans  and  Programs  Division  to 
the  Implementation  Division,  as  previously  recommended.  Since  the 
Plans  and  Programs  Division  is  funded  for  only  27  positions  (29  positions 
are  authorized,  with  zero  funding  for  two  positions),  a net  of  seven  funded 
positions  would  be  transferred. 

c.  Transfer  the  four  positions  previously  identified  in  Department 
Administration  to  the  Implementation  Division. 

d.  Implement  the  recommendation  in  Section  7.6  concerning  valuation  of 
project  construction  costs  so  as  to  collect  additional  fees  of  approximately 
$109,000  annually.  This  would  provide  funding  for  approximately  two 
positions. 

7.  Accomplishment  of  the  recommendations  made  in  paragraph  six  above 
would  generate  a total  of  14  additional  positions  for  the  Implementation 
Division  and  result  in  Departmental  staffing  as  shown  below  in  Table  14. 


Table  14 

Recommended  Departmental  General  Fund  Staffing 


Current  Recommended  Difference 


Plans  & Programs  Division 

29 

20 

-9 

Implementation  Division 

59 

73 

+14 

Department  Management 

14 

9 

-5 

Temps.  & Overtime 

0.4 

0.4 

0 

Full  Time  Equivalent 

102.4 

102.4 

0 

Actually  Funded 

90.4 

92.4 

+2 
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CONCLUSION 


Although  the  Department’s  budget  allocates  14  positions  to  Department 
Administration,  we  found  that  five  of  those  14  positions  are  not  needed  to 
handle  administrative  duties.  Based  on  our  recommendations,  the  Director  of 
Planning  has  already  reallocated  four  of  the  five  positions,  not  needed  for 
administration,  to  other  needed  programs.  Also,  based  on  the  Department's 
outputs,  as  prescribed  in  its  Work  Program  and  based  on  our  detailed  review, 
staff  should  be  reallocated  from  the  Plans  and  Programs  Division  to  the 
Implementation  Division  (the  proposed  Neighborhood  Planning  Division).  By 
allocating  more  staff  to  the  Implementation  Division,  the  value  of  the 
Department's  outputs  would  be  enhanced  and  the  public  better  served.  Also, 
by  prioritizing  its  activities  and  intensively  managing  to  accomplish  them,  by 
better  managing  its  productive  hours,  by  employing  computer  and  other 
productivity  enhancements,  and  by  implementing  the  organizational 
realignments  we  recommend  in  this  Section,  the  Department  will  be  in  a 
position  to  evaluate  and  have  evaluated  what  its  actual  level  of  funded  staff 
positions  should  be. 


RECOMMENDATIONS 

We  recommend  that  the  Director  of  Planning: 

Transfer  the  Urban  Systems  Analyst  position  from  Department 
Administration  to  the  Plans  and  Programs  Division. 

Transfer  ten  staff  positions  from  the  Plans  and  Programs  Division 
to  the  Implementation  Division. 

Transfer  four  positions  from  Department  Administration  to  the 
Implementation  Division. 

Implement  the  recommendation  in  Section  7.6  of  this  report 
concerning  valuation  of  project  construction  costs  so  as  to  collect 
additional  revenues  of  approximately  $109,000  annually. 

Allocate  staffing  for  the  Department  of  City  Planning  as  we 
recommend  in  the  above  section,  "FY  1988-89  Departmental 
Staffing.” 

£Qgl£'BMEE2£S 

The  benefits  of  implementing  these  recommendations  would  be  to 
reallocate  staff  from  marginal  value  activities  to  the  Department's  highest 
priority  tasks. 
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SECTION  8.2:  MANAGEMENT  ASSISTANCE 


BASED  ON  THE  FINDINGS  CONTAINED  IN 
THIS  REPORT,  THE  MANAGEMENT  OF  THE 
DEPARTMENT  OF  CITY  PLANNING  HAS 
BEEN  DEFICIENT  IN  FULFILLING 
NUMEROUS  OF  ITS  PLANNING  AND 
ADMINISTRATIVE  RESPONSIBILITIES  AND 
HAS  ALLOCATED  AND  MANAGED  ITS 
PERSONNEL  RESOURCES  INEFFICIENTLY. 
DURING  THE  COURSE  OF  OUR  AUDIT,  THE 
DIRECTOR  OF  PLANNING  INITIATED 
ACTION  TO  IMPLEMENT  SOME  OF  THE 
RECOMMENDATIONS  IN  THIS  REPORT.  BY 
PROVIDING  INDEPENDENT  MANAGEMENT 
ASSISTANCE  TO  THE  DEPARTMENT  OF 
CITY  PLANNING  TO  CONTINUE 
IMPLEMENTATION  OF  THE 
RECOMMENDATIONS  CONTAINED  IN  THIS 
REPORT,  THE  MAYOR'S  OFFICE  COULD 
ASSIST  THE  DEPARTMENT  TO  MORE 
EFFECTIVELY  AND  EFFICIENTLY  ACHIEVE 
ITS  PLANNING  GOALS  AND  OBJECTIVES 
AND  TO  ALLEVIATE  ITS  ADMINISTRATIVE 
WEAKNESSES. 


This  audit  report  contains  86  individual  recommendations  under  23 
separate  findings.  Some  of  the  recommendations  will  require  many  separate 
actions  to  obtain  effective  implementation.  To  successfully  implement  most  of  the 
recommendations  made  in  this  audit  report,  the  Director  of  Planning  will  need 
the  active  cooperation  and  support  of  the  City  Planning  Commission  and  the  City 
Planning  Department  staff.  Because  we  concluded  that  the  City  Planning 
Department  faces  significant  management  challenges,  we  believe  that  the  process 
of  organizational  change  required  to  make  the  Department  a more  effective  force 
for  planning  and  regulating  land  uses  within  the  City  and  County  of  San 
Francisco  would  be  enhanced  by  the  Mayor's  Office  providing  assistance  to  and 
monitoring  the  activities  of  the  City  Planning  Department. 
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The  Need  for  Assistant  and  Monitoring 


Organizations  change  only  reluctantly.  People,  as  individuals  and  as 
groups,  become  accustomed  to  certain  organizational  values  and  behavioral 
norms  and  expectations.  To  effect  change,  especially  significant  change,  requires 
a certain  amount  of  ongoing  independent  oversight.  In  our  judgment,  the  audit 
findings  presented  in  this  report  demonstrate  the  need  for  significant  changes  in 
the  goals  and  objectives  and  for  improving  the  managerial  practices  in  the 
Department  of  City  Planning.  The  changes  needed  to  convert  the  Department  to  a 
more  effective  participant  in  City  government  require  expertise  in  a number  of 
managerial  disciplines.  By  providing  independent  assistance  to  the  Department 
of  City  Planning  in  management  planning  and  control,  managerial  and  technical 
performance  evaluation,  effective  leadership  techniques,  and  organizational 
communications,  the  Mayor's  Office  could  expedite  improvements  in  the 
Planning  Department's  performance. 

As  previously  noted  in  Section  8.1,  the  Planning  Department  had  102 
General  Fund  positions  in  FY  1987-88.  If,  after  the  implementation  of  a 
representative  number  of  the  recommendations  made  in  this  report,  it  can  be 
justified  under  an  independent  review  by  the  Mayor's  Office,  consideration  should 
be  given  to  restoring  up  to  a maximum  of  12  positions  in  the  Planning  Department 
to  efficiently  undertake  completion  of  the  recommended  activities  in  this  audit 
report.  An  additional  12  positions  would  bring  the  Department's  General  Fund 
staffing  from  its  current  level  of  90  positions  to  102  positions  which  had  been 
funded  in  FY  1987-88. 

CONCLUSION 

The  Department  of  City  Planning  faces  significant  management 
challenges.  The  process  of  change  that  the  Department  of  City  Planning 
will  have  to  undergo  if  it  is  to  become  a more  effective  City  department 
would  be  enhanced  through  independent  assistance  by  the  Mayor's  Office  to 
the  Director  of  Planning  in  reorganizing  the  Department,  monitoring 
productivity,  achieving  managerial  control  and  accountability  for 
performance.  Our  finding  that  the  Planning  Department  needs 
independent  assistance  in  managing  its  Department  does  not  in  any  way 
change  our  judgment  that  the  Director  of  Planning  is  a highly  trained  and 
highly  skilled  planner  who  has  done  an  outstanding  job  in  fulfilling  the 
technical  aspects  of  his  planning  responsibilities. 


recommendations 


We  recommend  that  the  Mayor's  Office: 

Provide  independent  management  assistance  to  the  Director  of 
Planning  in  implementing  the  recommendations  made  in  this 
audit  report  and  in  improving  the  overall  management  of  the  City 
Planning  Department. 

Advise  the  Board  of  Supervisors  at  the  end  of  six  months  on  the 
status  of  the  implementation  of  the  recommendations  contained 
in  this  report. 

Initiate  action  to  restore  up  to  a maximum  of  12  positions  in  the 
Planning  Department  if,  after  the  implementation  of  a 
representative  number  of  the  recommendations  made  in  this 
report,  such  additional  positions  can  be  justified. 

COSTS/BENKFilS 

The  primary  benefit  of  implementing  these  recommendations  would 
be  to  expedite  and  enhance  the  transformation  of  the  Department  of  City 
Planning  into  an  organization  that  is  performing  its  City  Charter- 
mandated  functions  in  an  effective  and  efficient  manner. 
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The  Director  of  City  Planning's  Assessment  of  flip?  Department’s 
Accomplishments  and  Chnllemrre 

PLANNING  IN  SAN  FRANCISCO 


Few  functions  in  City  Government  are  more  intensely  followed  or  provoke  more 
public  response  and  frequent  differences  of  opinion  than  planning  decisions  and 
permit  processing. 

In  less  than  a decade  planning  policies  and  procedures  in  San  Francisco  have 
been  thoroughly  overhauled,  largely  to  ensure  far  better  management  of  physical 
change.  Few  San  Franciscans  are  without  a point  of  view  about  what  constitutes 
acceptable  level  of  change. 

The  juxtaposition  of  demand  for  permission  to  build  and  the  demand  by 
residents  to  more  effectively  control  what’s  built  has  caused  an  exceptional  strain 
on  the  Department’s  resources  for  processing  permits,  for  abating  violations  of  the 
Planning  Code,  and  for  reshaping  policies  ana  ordinances  to  meet  new 
circumstances. 

In  recent  years  more  than  two-thirds  of  the  City  Planning  Code  has  been 
re-written  in  order  to  bring  commercial  and  residential  change  under  better 
management.  Through  this  process,  innovative  changes  in  policy  have  put  San 
Francisco  in  a leadership  role  among  major  American  cities. 

During  this  same  period,  the  Planning  Department  was  authorized  by  the 
Planning  Commission  to  process  the  largest  amount  of  new  commercial  space  and 
residential  building  permits  in  recent  history.  Between  1980  and  1988,  nearly  18 
million  square  feet  of  new  office  space  was  reviewed  and  approved;  about  6,900  new 
hotel  units  were  approved;  and  nearly  7,000  new  housing  units  were  ok’d  for 
construction. 

The  Department  takes  a great  deal  of  professional  pride  in  this  performance, 
especially  in  view  of  the  level  of  controversy  involved  in  planning  decisions  and  the 
workload  this  amount  of  building  represents. 

Innovative  Planning  Efforts 

In  1981,  the  Department  began  an  overall  planning  strategy  for  the  city  that 
involved  four  basic  objectives. 

1.  Develop  a new  downtown  plan  and  ordinance  to  greatly  reduce  the 
potential  for  excessive  development  and  preserve  existing  significant 
structures. 

2.  Develop  plans  for  and  rezoning  of  neighborhoods  around  downtown  to 
protect  existing  housing  and  prevent  encroachment  of  downtown 
functions. 

3.  Create  new  opportunities  for  housing  in  formerly  non-residential  areas,  in 
order  to  take  pressure  off  existing,  older  neighborhoods  while  satisfying 
th*'  demand  for  additional  housing. 

4.  Rezone  all  240  neighborhood  retail  districts  in  the  city,  in  order  to  apply 
more  current  standards  and  policies  to  proposed  changes  in  commercial 
space,  and  to  reduce  the  potential  for  loss  of  adjacent  housing  caused  by 
retail  growth. 
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This  program  will  be  completed  within  the  next  18  to  24  months.  In  the 
process,  staff  with  a good  deal  of  citizen  support,  produced  policies  that  depart 
dramatically  from  previous  planning  standards. 

The  Department’s  recent  work  has  included  the  internationally  recognized 
Downtown  Plan  and  accompanying  ordinances.  Rezoning  programs  have  been 
prepared  and  adopted  for  Chinatown  and  the  Tenderloin  with  extensive  local 
participation  and  support  to  conserve  affordable  housing  and  supporting 
commercial  uses  in  these  neighborhoods.  A rezoning  program  has  been  developed 
for  the  South  of  Market  area  to  help  preserve  existing  uses  and  reduce  the  pressure 
to  extend  downtown  development.  Plans  and  new  zoning  were  developed  to  create 
new  housing  potential  on  Rincon  Hill  and  on  Van  Ness  Avenue.  These  plans  and 
programs  markedly  altered  provisions  governing  the  use  of  property  in  these 
areas.  They  assured  new  construction  would  be  far  more  in  scale  with  existing 
buildings  while  ensuring  sufficient  space  for  future  commercial  and  residential 
growth. 

Methods  completely  new  to  planning  practice  were  created  to  prevent 
demolition  of  some  250  architecturally  or  historically  significant  buildings. 
Preservationists  nationally  point  to  the  Downtown  Plan  provisions  as  a model  for 
historical  and  architectural  preservation. 

The  urban  design  features  of  the  Downtown  Plan  have  also  received  national 
attention,  as  has  the  Department’s  leadership  in  helping  to  create  programs 
obligating  developers  of  new  office  buildings  to  contribute  financially  to  various 
public  needs  created  by  growth,  including  affordable  housing,  open  space,  child 
care,  public  art,  and  transportation.  Each  of  these  programs  involves  some  form  of 
follow-up  by  the  Department  to  ensure  implementation. 

Perhaps  the  most  difficult  task,  one  that  tested  the  Department’s  skills  at 
building  consensus  among  affected  San  Franciscans  and  dozens  of  organizations, 
was  the  program  to  rezone  all  240  neighborhood  retail  districts,  involving  over 
10,000  parcels  of  land.  Staff  deserves  great  credit  for  this  accomplishment.  It  took 
incredible  attention  to  detail  by  the  Department’s  planners  to  manage  a project  of 
this  scale.  Controls  are  tailored  to  each  neighborhood’s  needs.  New  provisions  now 
protect  housing  adjacent  to  and  above  stores;  limit  restaurants,  bars,  fast  food 
facilities,  and  financial  institutions;  and  create  potential  new  commercial  space  at 
a scale  compatible  with  adjacent  neighborhoods. 

The  Mission  Bay  planning  project  has  become  a model  for  large  area  planning 
in  big  cities.  The  plan  itself  has  already  won  several  national  awards.  What  is 
most  extraordinary  about  the  Mission  Bay  process  is  that  Santa  Fe-Padfic  provided 
the  City  Planning  Department  with  $1.5  million  to  draft  a plan  for  its  own 
property.  This  highly  unusual  agreement,  one  that  supports  public  planning  with 
private  money,  reflects  an  extraordinary  confidence  in  tne  Department’s  ability  to 
manage  this  massive  project.  Moreover,  it  reflects  a belief  that  the  public  planning 
process  in  San  Frandsco  is  the  most  effective  forum  for  achieving  approval  of  large, 
complex  pro  jects  of  this  nature. 
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Recognition  of  the  Department’s  Work 

Since  the  early  70’s  the  San  Francisco  Planning  Department  has  been  regarded 
with  esteem  among  professionals  and  in  planning  schools  for  the  scope  and 
substance  of  its  work. 


The  staff  has  accomplished  pioneering  efforts  in  urban  design,  central  district 
planning,  citizen  involvement,  neighborhood  zoning  methods,  and  for  showing  how 
regulatory  programs  can  be  sharply  delineated  to  carry  out  planning  policies. 

San  Francisco  is  frequently  cited  as  a city  where  planning  works.  The 
professional  significance  of  the  Department’s  efforts  has  been  recognized  through 
various  awards  and  national  newspaper  accounts.  The  most  recent  awards  include: 

1.  MISSION  BAY  1988:  National  award  from  the  American  Planning 
Association  for  outstanding  Planning. 

2.  CHINATOWN  PLAN  1988:  Award  from  the  Bay  Area  Council  in 
recognition  of  housing  planning. 

3.  NEIGHBORHOOD  COMMERCIAL  REZONING  1988:  State  award  from 
the  American  Planning  Association  for  outstanding  planning.  (Now  in 
competition  for  National  Award.) 

4.  MISSION  BAY  1987:  National  award  from  the  American  Society  of 
Landscape  Architects. 

5.  MISSION  BAY  1987:  State  award  from  the  American  Planning 
Association,  Honorable  Mention  for  outstanding  planning. 

6.  MISSION  BAY  1987:  National  citation  from  Progressive  Architecture 
Magazine  for  outstanding  planning. 

7.  DOWNTOWN  PLAN  1987:  National  award  from  the  American  Institute 
of  Architects  for  Urban  Design  Excellence. 

8.  DOWNTOWN  PLAN  1986:  State  award  from  the  American  Planning 
Association  for  outstanding  contribution  to  planning. 

9.  DOWNTOWN  PLAN  1986:  National  Citation  from  Progressive 
Architecture  Magazine. 


These  awards  attest  to  the  abilities  of  the  Department  staff  to  manage  complex 
projects  and  produce  excellent  results.  Department  staff  is  constantly  responding 
to  requests  from  jurisdictions  all  over  the  United  States  and  the  world  for 
information  to  use  as  models.  The  Department  is  frequently  invited  to  speak  on 
San  Francisco  planning  and  implementation  progr  ams. 


-160- 


Appendix  A 
Page  4 of  8 


Permit  Processing  and  Other  Department  Functions 

Of  all  the  Department’s  responsibilities,  the  most  discussion  and  complaint, 
and  unquestionably  the  most  misunderstandings,  occur  in  permit  processing. 

These  activities  include  review  of  building  permit  applications,  conditional  use 
applications,  applications  for  variances  and  for  discretionary  review  of  certain 
building  permit  applications.  The  scope  of  this  work  should  be  put  into 
perspective.  The  Central  Permit  Bureau  accepts  some  25,000  applications  of  all 
kinds  annually.  Of  those,  this  Department  expects  to  review  about  9,000  or  10,000, 
including  resubmissions. 

The  number  of  permits  has  steadily  grown.  In  1986/87,  the  Department 
conducted  6,700  permit  reviews.  In  1987/88,  about  9,400  reviews  were 
accomplished.  Though  permits  reviewed  increased  by  40%,  there  has  not  been  a 
40%  increase  in  staff  In  fact,  this  permit  increase  occurred  when  the  Department 
was  losing  staff  in  its  budget  (104  to  102  positions). 

Of  the  approximately  10,000  permits  the  Department  will  review  this  year, 
only  about  500  applications  will  become  problematic,  requiring  Commission  action 
or  some  special  Departmental  consideration  over  and  above  normal  plan  checking. 
That  is  about  5%  of  the  total.  But  these  500  applications  often  precipitate  a good 
deal  of  public  disagreement  and  controversy.  They  engender  an  extraordinary 
amount  of  public  and  staff  involvement. 

Proposition  M has  significantly  altered  the  Department’s  workload  in  permit 
processing.  The  Department  estimates  that  about  1,500  to  2,000  of  those  10,000 
permits  filed  will  need  special  staff  attention  to  determine  whether  the  eight 
priority  policies  of  Prop  M are  met.  As  much  as  four  more  hours  of  staff  time  for 
each  application  will  be  needed  for  a field  check  and  written  findings. 

Rezoning  accomplished  for  the  Downtown  district,  the  Tenderloin,  Chinatown, 
South  of  Market,  Van  Ness  Avenue,  Rincon  Hill,  all  the  neighborhood  retail 
districts,  has  vastly  extended  the  Planning  Code,  requiring  a trained  and 
specialized  staff  to  implement  it.  As  a result,  planners  involved  in  policy 
development  in  an  area  are  also  assigned  to  assist  in  reviewing  projects  in  the 
neighborhoods  thev  helped  to  rezone  and  in  interpreting  the  new  Code 
requirements  for  the  public. 

It  is  not  uncommon  to  hear  that  planners  have  made  the  Code  too  complicated 
and  controls  are  too  intrusive  in  governing  space  changes.  But  public  insistence  for 
controls  has  meant  unprecedented  measures.  Code  changes  have  also  been 
introduced  at  the  direction  of  the  Board.  Downtown  now  has  a limit  on  office 
space.  Certain  neighborhood  retail  districts  now  have  limits  on  numbers  of 
allowable  restaurants,  bars,  fast  food  outlets,  and  financial  institutions.  New 
limits  have  been  placed  on  residential  demolitions  and  the  extent  to  which  homes 
can  be  expanded.  These  new  requirements  increase  the  level  of  citizen 
participation  in  the  permit  process. 

Growing  citizen  involvement  accounts  for  more  staff  time  to  review  complex 
cases  in  all  ;treas  of  the  Department’s  permit  processing.  Keeping  track  of  the 
status  of  use  s in  the  various  control  areas,  and  ensuring  that  requirements  are 
met,  has  increased  staff  work.  There  has  been  no  concomitant  increase  in 
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staffing.  Management  has,  therefore,  reassigned  staff  and  reordered  priorities  to 
meet  these  demands.  Over  one  third  of  the  staff  previously  assigned  to  planning 
activities,  not  to  mention  staff  from  administration,  have  been  transferred  to  duties 
associated  with  permit  review. 

San  Francisco’s  environmental  evaluation  process  is  regarded  as  the  most 
comprehensive  and  thorough  in  the  State  — and  for  good  reason.  The  City  has  a 
highly  sophisticated  and  informed  constituency  questioning  the  impact  of 
development.  This  has  several  effects.  The  Commission  and  our  City  Attorney 
require  more  detailed  EER’s  and  negative  declarations,  with  more  thorough  special 
studies  as  background/backup.  The  attorneys  representing  project  sponsors  insist 
on  a "safe"  level  of  environmental  analysis,  one  that  can  withstand  legal  challenge, 
even  when  staff  thinks  a lesser  level  would  do.  Staff  spends  time  gathering 
materials  and  working  with  the  City  Attorney’s  staff  to  defend  lawsuits  (several 
each  year)  challenging  the  environmental  documents  we  prepare. 

The  California  Environmental  Quality  Act  continues  to  be  interpreted  in  new 
ways  through  the  courts  placing  new  demands  for  more  detailed  review,  requiring 
more  staff  time  and  higher  levels  of  skill.  Failure  to  keep  up  can  mean  losses  in 
court  when  our  CEQA  actions  are  challenged,  with  concomitant  costs  in  attorneys 
fees  to  the  City. 

Special  Projects  Managed  bv  the  Department 

Apart  from  the  customary  work  program  and  processing  functions  of  the 
Department,  it  is  not  well  understood  that  substantial  staff  time  is  devoted  to 
managing  or  implementing  a variety  of  unique  programs. 

1.  The  Office-Housing  Production  Program  is  administered  in  cooperation 
with  the  Mayor’s  Office  of  Housing.  Some  $30  million  has  been  collected, 
making  possible  some  3,000  housing  units. 

2.  Downtown  Transportation  Brokerage  Program  established  by 
Commission  action.  Dozens  of  downtown  building  must  participate  in 
specific  programs  for  encouraging  employees  to  use  public  transit. 
Department  staff  is  negotiating  a memorandum  of  agreement  with  each 
of  these  buildings. 

3.  Tenderloin  Hotel  Funds.  Commission  actions  associated  with  the 
approval  of  the  Ramada,  Hilton  and  Nikko  require  these  hotels  to  fund 
community  services  in  the  Tenderloin.  The  Department  oversees  this 
program,  involving  more  than  $1  million,  with  a community  organization 
and  the  San  Francisco  Foundation. 

4.  Employment  of  San  Franciscans.  The  Downtown  Plan  requires  major 
office  buildings  to  develop  programs  to  encourage  building  tenants  to  hire 
San  Franciscans.  A memorandum  of  agreement  has  just  been  signed  with 
the  first  building  associated  with  this  requirement.  The  Department 
hopes  to  create  a non-profit  agency  to  act  as  a clearing  house  for  this 
purpose. 
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5.  Child  Care  Facilities  in  Major  Office  Buildings.  The  Department 
oversees  the  child  care  provisions  of  the  Downtown  Plan.  Regulations  for 
this  program  were  drafted  in  association  with  the  Mayor’s  Office  of 
Community  Development,  and  that  agency  will  administer  the  Program 
on  a day-to-day  basis. 

6.  Candlestick  Park  Traffic.  The  Department  has  created  a inter-agency 
group,  including  the  Giants,  49ers,  the  Public  Works  Department,  and 
State  and  local  police,  to  work  on  improving  traffic  flow  in  and  out  of 
Candlestick. 

7.  1-280  Embarcadero  Program.  The  Department  is  a major  participant  in 
this  inter-agency  program  to  design  a new  Embarcadero  Parkway  and 
transit  corridor  from  Fisherman’s  Wharf  to  Mission  Bay. 

8.  The  Transportation  Policy  Group.  This  body  created  by  ordinance  brings 
together  the  heads  of  Planning,  Public  Works  and  Public  Utilities 
Commission  in  order  to  coordinate  transportation  decisions.  The 
Planning  Director  chairs  the  monthly  meetings  and  sessions  often  include 
Police  and  Muni  as  well  as  other  departments. 

9.  Administering  Prop  K,  the  Sunshine  Ordinance.  The  ordinance  prevents 
shadows  on  public  parks  through  new  construction  unless  the 
Commission  finds  the  shadow  to  be  insignificant.  The  Department’s  staff 
in  association  with  the  University  of  California  Simulation  Laboratory 
has  created  a state  of  the  art  computer  technique  for  measuring  existing 
shadow  and  for  determining  the  extent  and  duration  of  potential  new 
shadows. 

10.  Fisherman’s  Wharf.  At  the  direction  of  the  Board  of  Supervisors,  the 
Department  is  joined  by  Redevelopment  Agency  and  Port  to  prepare  a 
comprehensive  development  program  for  the  Wharf.  A citizens  task  force 
has  been  created  to  participate  in  the  process. 

11.  Transportation  Improvements  Fund.  The  Department’s  Director  has 
been  selected  to  lead  a special  committee  established  by  ordinance  and 
composed  of  all  members  of  the  Public  Utilities  Commission  and  Public 
Works  Director.  The  committee’s  function  is  to  draft  a program  and 
ballot  initiative  for  increasing  the  sales  tax  in  order  to  support  needed 
transportation  improvements.  The  Department’s  staff  acts  as  lead 
agency  for  program  preparation. 

12.  Seismic  Safety.  The  Department  has  recently  been  assigned  the  job  of 
preparing  social,  economic  and  environmental  studies  to  analyze 
alternative  means  for  reducing  seismic  hazards  in  the  city’s  2,000-plus 
unreinforced  masonry  buildings.  This  work  will  supply  the  major 
background  documentation  for  the  state-mandated  program.  The  Chief 
Administrative  Officer  coordinates  the  overall  effort,  which  includes 
SIHSAC  (Seismic  Investigations  and  Hazards  Survey  Activity 
Committee),  a Citizen’s  Advisory  Committee,  the  Bureau  of  Building 
Inspection  and  other  staff  from  DPW,  and  the  City  Attorney’s  office  — all 
of  whom  will  be  reviewing  and  using  this  Department’s  work  products  for 
measuring  the  implications  of  various  alternative  programs. 
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13.  Stadium  and  Arena  Proposals.  The  Department  at  the  Mayor’s  request, 
is  the  lead  agency  for  gyrnmining  the  potential  for  constructing  a baseball 
stadium  and  arena  for  the  City.  Tasks  involve  securing  sites,  evaluating 
traffic  and  parking  impacts,  and  staffing  the  Mayor’s  advisory  committee 
on  financing  these  facilities. 

14.  Offshore  Oil  Study  Program.  The  Department  is  managing  the  City’s 
Coastal  Counties  Offshore  Energy  Assistance  Program  Grant.  The  City’s 
program  includes  participation,  with  five  other  coastal  counties,  in 
regional  studies  assessing  effects  of  offshore  oil  and  gas  production.  The 
Department  and  Commission  are  also  preparing  land  use  controls  for  San 
Francisco  to  limit  onshore  land  uses  related  to  offshore  oil  development, 
as  mandated  by  Proposition  N in  1986. 

Managing  the  Planning  Staff 

The  Department  tries  to  employ  the  most  skilled  planners  available.  It  also 
tries  to  produce  its  policy  and  plans  and  to  process  permits  as  efficiently  as 
possible.  The  most  efficient  systems  management  techniques  available  to  us  are 
used  to  try  to  enhance  productivity. 

Our  professional  staff  is  a most  formally  educated  group.  Master’s  degrees  in 
urban  planning  are  common  and  other  staff  members  combine  planning  education 
with  degrees  in  law,  architecture,  engineering,  business  administration,  and 
economics.  The  staff  of  course  expects  to  be  treated  and  managed  as  professionals. 

An  exception  can  always  be  cited,  of  course,  but  the  Department’s  staff  is 
highly  motivated  and  dedicated  to  the  public  service.  Dozens  of  staff  hours  are 
simply  contributed  to  the  City,  as  the  Department  has  no  means  to  pay  for 
overtime.  Moreover,  the  Department  has  no  means  to  compensate  for  the  unique 
stress  put  on  staff  members.  The  Planning  Code  relies  heavily  on  staff  judgment 
and  discretion.  Controversy  is  a staple  item  in  the  planning  process.  Staff, 
through  professional  commitment,  has  learned  to  accept  this  situation  as  part  of 
the  practice. 

The  Department’s  basic  operational  document  is  the  annual  work  program. 

The  control  mechanism  in  recent  years  has  been  the  Management  by  Objectives 
(MBO)  method  jointly  developed  with  the  Mayor’s  Office.  The  belief  is  that  this 
system  needs  to  be  overhauled  in  favor  of  a more  precise  method.  The 
Department’s  management  is  working  to  achieve  a new  system  of  performance 
controls. 

The  Department  has  sought  and  installed  more  advanced  electronic  data 
processing  equipment  and  programs  to  speed  up  its  work  For  example,  a 
Department-wide  time  accounting  system  has  recently  been  instituted.  The  new 
method  should  enable  the  Department  to  understand  staff  time  expenditures  more 
fully  than  in  the  past. 

The  Master  Project  List,  produced  and  updated  weekly,  has  been  a valuable 
management  tool  in  understanding  the  number  and  nature  of  project  applications, 
and  the  staff  assigned  to  each  project.  Staff  is  working  on  a computer  program  that 
will  replace  this  word-processed  List.  It  will  track  conditional  use,  variance, 
environmental  review,  discretionary  review,  and  other  cases,  using  benchmark 
dates  to  measure  progress  from  application  intake  to  final  disposition.  The  system 
will  enable  the  Director’s  office  to  monitor  performance  in  the  functions  related  to 
permit  and  application  processing. 
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As  described  in  other  sections  above,  the  Department  has  already  relocated 
some  staff  to  more  effectively  meet  current  workload  demands  in  permit  processing 
and  Commission  case  review.  Significant  numbers  of  staff  have  been  redeployed 
from  the  Plans  and  Programs  Division  and  Administration  to  the  Implementation 
Division,  where  workloads  have  increased. 

Organizational  changes  are  planned  as  a means  of  achieving  yet  more 
productivity  in  certain  areas  of  the  Department.  One  objective  of  these  changes  is 
to  distribute  the  supervision  load  more  evenly  among  division  and  section  heads. 
The  basic  ideas  are: 

1.  To  reduce  the  Zoning  Administrator  workload,  shift  certain 
responsibilities  to  the  Assistant  Director  for  Planning  and  Programs: 
master  plan  referrals  and  institutional  master  plan  review,  among  others. 

2.  To  reduce  the  Zoning  Administrator  workload  by  placing  management  of 
environmental  review  directly  under  the  Director,  as  its  work  relates  both 
to  Implementation  Division  permits  and  to  Planning  and  Programs 
Division  plans  and  ordinances. 

3.  Establish  a new  section  to  integrate  Departmental  information  and 
statistical  functions,  as  well  as  establishing  a centralized  library  and 
data  resource,  and  a centralized  filing  system  for  case  files. 

4.  Additional  staff  changes  are  under  consideration  to  greatly  improve  the 
Department’s  public  information  services,  especially  at  the  zoning  counter. 

The  Department  continues  to  develop  Master  Plan  changes  and  rezoning 
programs  at  key  locations  in  the  City.  Projects  currently  underway  are  South 
Bayshore,  Showplace  Square-South  Van  Ness,  Fisherman’s  Wharf,  Mission  Bay, 
and  permanent  zoning  controls  for  lower  density  residential  areas. 

Despite  the  need  to  complete  these  efforts,  staff  has  been  reduced  in  policy 
development  and  shifted  to  permit  processing  for  priority  reasons.  But  the  loss  of 
12  positions  from  this  year’s  budget  is  having  a major  effect  on  performance  in  at 
least  two  ways: 

1.  Staff  resources  simply  are  no  longer  there  to  match  the  workload.  There 
is  no  way  to  catch  up  or  to  develop  staff  backup  during  vacation  periods  or 
other  staff  absences. 

2.  Less  and  less  time  can  be  devoted  by  senior  staff  to  managing  because 
managers  must  help  process  permits  or  produce  plans.  Managers  should 
be  free  to  manage. 

Although  improvements  are  essential,  efficiency  alone  cannot  resolve  the 
increase  in  workload,  the  demand  for  more  planning  assistance  or  the  need  to 
improve  response  time  to  public  inquiries. 
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G.  Annual  Review  and  Amendment 
Process 

The  Annual  Review  and  Amendment  Process 
provides  an  opportunity  to  update  and  refine  the 
City  Council  policy  expressed  in  the  General  Plan 
and  to  monitor  and  evaluate  the  progress  of  the 
implementation  strategies  and  programs  incorpo- 
rated therein.  This  process  is  the  vehicle  by 
which  both  the  City  and  private  property  owners, 
developers,  community  groups  or  individual  citi- 
zens request  changes  to  the  planned  land  uses  on 
property  or  propose  changes  to  the  Goals  and 
Policies  of  the  Plan.  The  process  includes  the 
review  of  proposed  expansions  to  the  Urban 
Service  Area  thus  allowing  the  City  Council  to 
evaluate  the  necessity  for  further  urban 
expansion,  consistent  with  the  Plan  s Urban 
Service  Area  goals  and  policies.  The  Annual 
Review  and  Amendment  Process  affords  the 
opportunity  to  refine  the  Plan  based  on  changing 
conditions  and  community  needs. 

In  the  Annual  Review  process,  the  the  Planning 
Commission  and  City  Council  should  consider 
current  development  trends  to  determine  the 
City's  progress  in  achieving  the  economic  and 
housing  development  goals  established  in  the 
Plan.  Information  which  could  be  considered 
includes  vacant  land  absorption,  residential 
versus  economic  development,  amounts  and  value 
of  non -residential  construction,  number  and 
types  of  housing  units  authorized  by  building 
permit,  and  activity  levels  in  such  processes  as 
zonings,  annexations,  and  building  permits.  Other 
information  which  could  be  considered  includes 
the  current  capacity  status  of  major  infrastruc- 
ture systems  which  are  addressed  in  General 
Plan  ievel  of  service  policies  (transportation, 
sanitary  sewers  and  sewage  treatment),  transit- 
ridership  statistics  and  other  measures  of  peak- 
hour  diversion  from  single  occupant  vehicles,  and 
the  levels  of  police,  fire,  parks  and  library 
services  being  provided  by  the  City.  This  infor- 
mation on  the  progress  in  achieving  the  economic 
and  housing  development  goals  and  the  level  of 
service  goals  of  the  General  Plan  should  be  used 
in  the  1987  Annual  Review  to  assess  the  Urban 
Reserve  prerequisite  criteria  and  forecast  when 
those  prerequisite  criteria  might  be  satisfied. 


The  Annual  Review  and  Amendment  process 
includes  citizen  participation,  both  through 
community  meetings  to  familiarize  the  general 
public  with  the  amendment  proposals  as  well  as 
at  the  formal  public  hearings  before  the  Planning 
Commission  and  City  Council.  The  Annual 
Review  process  takes  place  in  the  fall  of  the 
year,  with  a deadline  for  submittal  of  amendment 
requests  of  June  1st 


/ 
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Stan  Jones 

Office  of  the  Budget  Analyst 
Board  of  Supervisors 
1182  Market  Street,  Suite  422 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 


RE:  Analysis  of 

Commission  Secretary 
Duties 


Dear  Mr.  Jones: 

Per  our  discussion  on  Wednesday,  July  27  and  your  request  for  my  review  of  the 
Civicl  Service  Commission  job  description  of  the  City  Planning  Commission 
Administrative  Secretary  position  which  I currently  hold,  I have  done  a quick 
review  and  have  arrived  at  the  following  conclusions.  I appreciate  your 
discussing  with  me  some  of  your  thoughts  and  recommendations  about  revising  my 
current  job  to  include  other  duties.  However,  I also  thought  that,  in  the 
last  year  and  a half  that  you  have  been  doing  your  management  audit  of  the 
Department,  you  would  have  done  a thorough  investigation  and  analysis  of  your 
own  as  to  the  amount  of  time  and  resources  some  of  these  additional  duties 
might  require.  The  personnel  and  budget  supervisory  functions  which  you  feel 
might  be  incorporated  into  my  job  have  been  performed  by  Milton  Edelin, 

Barbara  Renteria  and  Martha  Kessler.  Haven't  you  spoken  with  them  about  what 
their  jobs  involve  and  how  much  time  is  involved?  I have  observed  that  these 
functions  require  considerable  effort. 

Before  I discuss  my  conclusions  with  you,  I cannot  emphasize  enough  the  need 
to  discuss  with  the  members  of  the  Commission  any  reconfiguration  and  addition 
of  responsibilities  to  my  current  work  load.  I refuse  to  take  on  additional 
responsibilities  unless  the  Commissioners  understand  what  I do  now,  what 
additional  work  I would  be  given,  how  much  time  that  would  involve,  the 
potential  impacts  on  my  work  for  them,  and  the  inequities  in  the  salary 
level.  As  you  know,  the  Deputy  Director  position  was  created  specifically  to 
manage  the  administrative  aspects  of  the  department.  I would  only  assume 
additional  work  and  responsibility  if  my  salary  were  increased  to  that 
commensurate  with  an  Assistant  Director  and  my  authority  were  expanded 
similarly.  I would  also  need  at  least  the  same  number  and  configuration  of 
staff,  if  not  more,  currently  working  in  the  Administration  unit. 

Briefly,  my  analysis  and  research  rendered  the  following  conclusions: 
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1.  The  Commission  Secretary  job  description  generally  describes  the 
characteristics  of  the  job.  These  characteristics  include  duties  as 
secretary  of  maintaining  meeting  records  and  documents  and  assisting  the 
Director  in  managing  the  administrative  aspects  of  the  Department's 
operation.  The  major  areas  of  responsibility  would  be  in  Commission 
policy  coordination,  contacts  with  various  organizations,  groups  and 
individuals  and  maintaining  reports  and  records.  The  tasks  which  you 
asked  me  to  review  are  listed  as  "Examples  of  duties",  and  are  not 
specifically  required  duties. 

2.  Of  the  examples  of  duties  described,  I currently  fulfill  the  first  set  of 
responsibilities  listed  below: 

"Supervises  and/or  prepares  and  distributes  agenda,  notices,  minutes  and 
resolutions  of  the  city  planning  commission;  prepares  correspondence  for 
members  of  the  commission;  answers  inquiries  from  the  press,  general 
public  and  government  officials  to  explain  the  policies  and  actions  of  the 
commission." 

This  takes  approximately  20  hours  a week  of  my  time. 

I also  fulfill  the  fourth  set  of  responsibilities  listed: 

"Conducts  investigations  and  studies  on  administrative  matters  and 
prepares  reports  and  recommendations  to  the  director."  Depending  on  the 
nature  and  number  of  such  investigations  and  studies,  this  could  take  on 
average  another  10  hours  per  week. 

In  addition  to  these  responsibilities,  I spend  5 to  10  hours  per  week 
preparing  for  and  attending  Commission  meetings. 

In  addition  to  these  designated  responsibilities,  I also  participate  in 
weekly  management  discussions  and  follow  up  on  specific  requests  by  the 
Commissioners.  These  tasks  can  require  about  5 hours  per  week. 

3.  If  I were  to  assume  the  budget  and  financial  supervisory  functions,  I 
believe  that  these  duties  could  involve  another  32  hours  per  week. 
Currently,  Martha  Kessler,  one  of  the  administrative  planners,  supervises 
one  accountant,  one  management  assistant/office  manager  and  one  clerk  in 
accounting,  fund  disbursement,  requisitioning,  purchasing  and  inventory 
control  functions.  Martha  also  prepares  much  of  the  budget  and  the 
Department's  work  program.  She  implements  and  manages  that  budget 
throughout  the  year,  prepares  data  for  budget  requests  and  monitors  the 
budget  process,  including  supplemental  budget  requests  and  fee  revenue 
collections.  She  prepares  contracts  and  supervises  financial  audits  among 
othe  duties.  As  you  know,  Milton  Edelin,  the  Deputy  Director,  supervises 
and  works  with  Martha  on  these  activities.  It  is  unclear  to  me  as  to  how 
much  of  Martha's  work  and  how  much  of  Milt's  supervisory  tasks  I would 
assume.  However,  assuming  that  Martha  would  still  be  working  on  the 
budget  functions,  I understand  that  these  duties  could  involve  32  hours 
per  week. 
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The  supervision  of  timekeeping  and  payroll  procedures  was  formerly  done  by 
Barbara  Renteria,  but  because  of  her  transfer  to  the  Implementation 
Division,  it  is  being  done  by  the  Deputy  Director.  From  my  discussions 
with  Barbara,  these  supervision  task  takes  approximately  5 hours  per  week. 

4.  If  I were  to  assume  the  personnel  supervisory  functions,  I believe  that 
these  could  add  about  32  hours  per  week.  Given  the  complexities  of  the 
Civil  Service  System,  the  continual  changes  in  staffing  here  at  the 
Department  and  the  interviewing  and  training  needed  for  new  staff,  as  well 
as  the  paper  work  requirements  of  the  City’s  bureaucracy,  I believe  that 
these  duties  need  30  hours  per  week  in  order  to  ensure  that  the  personnel 
function  is  handled  properly  and  smoothly.  If  some  of  the  personnel 
functions  were  transferred  to  Susan  Wu,  the  payroll  clerk,  she  would  still 
require  supervision.  Therefore,  the  initial  estimate  of  32  hours  could  be 
perhaps  revised  down  to  25  hours  per  week,  assuming  that  Susan  Wu  has  time 
for  additional  assignments.  It  is  my  understanding  that  there  are  many 
personnel  related  activities  that  require  more  sophisticated  input  that 
the  payroll  clerk  can  provide,  which  Barbara  has  been  handling. 

5.  As  you  can  see,  the  personnel  and  budget  supervisory  functions  take  64 
hours  per  week.  With  Barbara  Renteria's  transfer  and  Susan  Wu  assuming 
some  of  the  personnel  functions,  some  of  the  hours  would  be  absorbed 
elsewhere.  However,  I believe  that  most  of  these  functions  would  still 
involve  57  hours  per  week.  Therefore,  both  my  current  Commission 
Secretary  duties  and  additional  supervisory  functions  would  take 
approximately  100  hours  per  week  or  two  and  a half  times  a regular  work 
week. 

You  should  be  aware  that  the  redistribution  of  assignments  among  the  other 
administration  staff  has  caused  union  concerns  of  overload  on  the 
remaining  accountant  and  on  the  payroll  clerk. 

6.  You  may  want  to  review  your  proposal,  in  detail,  with  the  Deputy  Director 
as  he  is  very  knowledgeable  about  the  resources  and  staff  commitment 
necessary  to  provide  adequate  support  to  the  operating  divisions. 
Personally,  I believe  that  you  should  show  the  same  courtesy  to  the  Deputy 
Director  that  you  have  shown  to  me,  by  discussing  with  him  any 
reconfiguration  of  administrative  supervisorial  responsibilities,  since 
his  job  will  be  directly  impacted  by  such  a reconfiguration. 

It  is  imperative  that  you  consider  and  include  in  your  report  the  following 
points: 

1.  The  majority  of  the  current  Commission  members  are  new  and  need  assistance 
and  much  more  information  to  make  their  decisions,  thereby  making  my  job 
in  responding  to  their  inquiries  more  time-consuming  and  complicated. 

2.  My  current  salary  level  is  below  that  of  the  Planner  III.  If  I am  to 
supervise  Martha  Kessler,  who  is  a Planner  III,  I demand  that  my  salary  be 
upgraded  in  accordance  with  legal  requirements  that  there  be  at  least  a 5% 
differential  between  the  supervisory  and  subordinate. 
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Stan  Jones 


Page  Four 


3 I do  not  have  a personal  secretary,  and  must  share  two  c,er1ca' "’th 
five  other  members  of  the  Administration  unit.  Therefore,  my  typing  and 
fTTTng  has  to  be  juggled  among  other  demands. 

4 The  job  duties  described  were  configured  in  the  mid-1970's  at  a time  when 
the  Department  was  much  smaller  in  size  the  Commission  work  was 
substantially  less,  the  bureaucracy  was  far  less  complicated  the  Planning 
Code  was  much  simpler,  the  Board  of  Supervisors  was  more  restrained  in 
their  interference  with  the  planning  functions  and  the  public  s 
involvement  in  the  planning  process  was  substantially  less,  therefore  t e 
Department's  contacts  with  the  public  were  fewer  in  number  and  less 
complicated. 


If  you  have  further  questions  regarding  this  matter,  please  don't  hesitate  to 
call  me. 


Sincerely, 


Lori  Yamauchi 


LLY  334 
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450  McAllister  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 


November  9,  1988 


MEMORANDUM 


TO: 

Stan  Jones  * 

/? 

FROM: 

Milton  R.  EdeUinJjj 

' 

Deputy  Director /o’ 

f Planning 

RE: 

Attendance  Records  of  April  7,  1988 

The  April  7,  1988  Sign-In  and-Out  Sheets  were  checked.  As  we 
stated,  if  you  measure  the  attendance  based  on  those  reasonably 
expected  to  come  to  work  that  day,  a different  picture  results.  The 
chart  below  deducts  from  the  list  of  names  (staff  available)  on  the 
Sign-In  Sheet  as  follows: 

1.  Those  no  longer  employed  by  the  Department 

2.  Staff  on  vacation 

3.  Staff  on  sick  pay 

4.  Staff  on  disability  leave  (heart  attack) 

5.  Staff  on  overtime  used 

6.  Staff  with  doctor's  appointment 

7.  Staff  on  military  leave 
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Page  2 

Attendance  Records  of  April  7,  1988  (cont) 

I 


Department  Implementation  Plans  and  Programs 


Time 

Management 

Division 

Division 

Total 

Staff 

Available 

11 

48 

19(b) 

78 

8:00  AM 

8 (73%) 

13  (27%) 

3 (16%) 

24  (31%) 

8:30  AM 

9 (82%) 

23  (48%) 

7 (37%) 

39  (50%) 

9:00  AM 

9 (82%)  # % 

33  (69%)  % 

9 (47%)  % 

51  (65%) 

9:15  AMU) 

11  (100%) (a) 

41  (85%) (a) 

3 (68%) (a) 

65  (83%) (a) 

9:30  AM 

11  (100%) 

46  (96%) 

15  <79*)  , W X 

72  (92%)  , 

10:00  Am 

11  (100%) 

48  (100%) 

19  (100%)(c)(e) 

77  (99%)(<i)(e) 

End  of  day 

11  (100%) 

48  (100%) 

21  (100%) 

80  (100%) 

a)  Inserted 

to  evaluate  number 

of  staff  within 

4 

5-10-15  minutes  of  core 

hour 

start  time. 

b)  19  staff  available  from  8:00  A.M.  to  10:00  A.M.  if  two  staff  on  sick  pay  for 
A.M.  doctor's  appointment  not  included. 

c)  100%  if  19  considered  as  staff  available,  90%  if  21  considered  as  staff 
available,  which  includes  2 staff  with  doctor's  appointment. 

d)  99%  if  78  considered  as  staff  available 

e)  Two  staff  arrived  at  10:00  A.M.  but  were  required  to  attend  evening  meetings 
and  actually  worked  10  hours  and  9.5  hours  respectively. 

The  Sign-In  Sheets  for  April  7,  1988  are  attached  for  your  review. 


MRE:dd:241 


I 
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DEPARTMENTS  ASSESSMENT  OF  WORK  PROGRAM  RESULTS 


Downtown 

Actual  Result:  Obviated  by  Proposition  "M". 

Work  performed,  progress  report  not  published. 

South  of  Market/Bayshore  Industrial  Areas 

Actual  Result:  Date  not  met  - project  deferred  because  of  staff 

vacancies  and  shift  of  staff  to  Implementation  Division  activities. 

South  Bayshore  Area 

Expected  Resul ts/OutDut:  Adopt  final  South  Bayshore  Master  Plan 

Amendment  and  Zoning  Controls  by  December  1986. 

Actual  Result:  Date  not  met.  In  scoping  project  with  community 

it  was  concluded  that  a larger  and  longer  study  was  needed. 


Recreation  and  Open  Space 

Actual  Result:  Draft  element  published  November  1986. 

Housing 

Actual  Result:  No  written  report  submitted. 

Inventory  completed  and  published  In  June  1987. 

Review  completed  as  scheduled.  Survey  published  in  March  1988. 

Rezoning  Studies  - Van  Ness  Avenue 

Actual  Result:  Project  delayed  because  of  staff  vacancies. 

Rezoning  Studies  - Nob  Hill 

Actual  Result:  Work  done.  Progress  report  not  published. 

Proposition  K - Implementation  Study 

Actual  Result:  Not  completed  due  to  contractor  (UC  Berkeley) 

problems  and  impasse  between  Recreation-Park  and  City  Planning 
Commissions. 

Historic  Preservation 

Actual  Result:  Draft  published  December  1987. 


Reprint  the  Master  Plan 

Actual  Result:  Not  printed  in  fiscal  year.  Staff  diverted  to 

cover  staff  positions  frozen  and  vacant. 

Capital  Program 

Actual  Result:  Work  accomplished. 

Mission  Bay 

Actual  Result:  Work  accomplished. 
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DEPARTMENT'S  ASSESSMENT  OF  WORK  PROGRAM  RESULTS 


Downtown 

Actual  Result:  Obviated  by  Proposition  "M". 

Work,  performed,  progress  report  not  published. 

South  of  Market /Bay shore  Industrial  Areas 

Actual  Result:  Date  not  met  - project  deferred  because  of  staff 

vacancies  and  shift  of  staff  to  Implementation  Division  activities. 

South  Bayshore  Area 

Expected  Resul ts/Output:  Adopt  final  South  Bayshore  Master  Plan 

Amendment  and  Zoning  Controls  by  December  1986. 

Actual  Result:  Date  not  met.  In  scoping  project  with  community 

it  was  concluded  that  a larger  and  longer  study  was  needed. 


Recreation  and  Open  Space 

Actual  Result:  Draft  element  published  November  1986. 

Housing 

Actual  Result:  No  written  report  submitted. 

Inventory  completed  and  published  in  June  1987. 

Review  completed  as  scheduled.  Survey  published  in  March  1988. 

Rezoning  Studies  - Van  Ness  Avenue 

Actual  Result:  Project  delayed  because  of  staff  vacancies. 

Rezoning  Studies  - Nob  Hill 

Actual  Result:  Work  done.  Progress  report  not  published. 

Proposition  K - Implementation  Study 

Actual  Result:  Not  completed  due  to  contractor  (UC  Berkeley) 

problems  and  impasse  between  Recreation-Park  and  City  Planning 
Commissions. 

Historic  Preservation 

Actual  Result:  Draft  published  December  1987. 


Reprint  the  Master  Plan 

Actual  Result:  Not  printed  in  fiscal  year.  Staff  diverted  to 

cover  staff  positions  frozen  and  vacant. 

Capital  Program 

Actual  Result:  Work  accomplished. 

Mission  Bay 

Actual  Result:  Work  accomplished. 
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Page  141 

11. 2.  a.  Industrial  Area  Rezoning  Studies 

Actual  Result:  Delayed  because  of  work  on  live-work  special 

legislation  initiated  by  Board  of  Supervisors  and  coordination  of 
EIR  with  Mission  Bay  EIR.  Adopted  October  1988  by  City  Planning 
Commission. 

11.2. b.  Showplace  Square 

Actual  Result:  Draft  completed  - project  deferred  because  of 

staff  vacancies  and  shift  of  staff  to  Implementation  Division 
activities. 

11. 2.  c.  Mission  Northeast  Industrial  Zone 

Actual  Result:  Field  work  largely  completed  - project  deferred 

because  of  staff  vacancies  and  shift  of  staff  to  Implementation 
Division  activities. 

11. 2.  d.  South  Van  Ness-Mission  Area 

Actual  Result:  Field  work  largely  completed  - project  delayed 

because  of  staff  vacancies  and  shift  of  staff  to  Implementation 
Division  activities. 

11.2. e.  South  Bayshore  Area 

Actual  Result:  Project  behind  schedule  - proposed  plan  and  zoning 

to  be  released  for  citizen  review  November  1988. 


Page  142 

II. 3.  Transportation 

Actual  Result:  A one  paragraph  report  on  these  continuing 

transportation  activities  is  developed  for  input  to  the 
Department's  Annual  Report.  These  are  on-going  activities 
Including  representation  of  Department  and  City  at  meetings. 

II. 6.  Housing  - Conversion  and  Demolition  Ordinance 

Actual  Result:  Ordinance  drafted,  project  deferred  by  City 

Attorney  review,  progress  report  not  published. 

11. 6.  Housing  - Annual  Review  of  Residential  Hotel  Ordinance 

Actual  Result:  Staff  review  completed  - June  1988. 

11. 7.  Rezoning  Studies  - Van  Ness  Avenue 

Actual  Result:  Legislation  drafted  July  87  but  EIR  not 

completed.  Legislation  is  pending  at  Board  of  Supervisors. 

II. 7.  Rezoning  Studies  - Northern  Waterfront  Study 

Actual  Result:  Direction  changed  by  Board  of  Supervisors  who 

designated  the  area  a redevelopment  survey  area  requiring 
additional  Department  of  City  Planning  input. 

Page  143 

II. 9.  Historic  Preservation 

Actual  Result*  Action  delayed  by  decision  to  revise  Planning  Code 
Article  10  as  part  of  adoption  process. 

II. 11.  Reprint  the  Master  Plan 

Actual  Result:  Reprint  released  to  public  July  1988. 
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Page  143  (continued) 

11.12.  Capital  Program 

Actual  Result:  Work  accomplished. 

11.13.  Mission  Bay 

Actual  Result:  Work  accomplished. 


GAW: 166/ict 
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City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 
Department  of  City  Planning 


PLANS  AND  PROGRAMS  STAFFING 
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450  McAllister  Street 


San  Francisco,  CA  94102 


administration 

(415)  556-6414 

CITY  PLANNING  COMMISSION 
(415)  555-6414 
PLANS  AND  PROGRAMS 
(415)555-6264 
IMPLEMENTATION  / ZONING 


RE  : Plans  and  Programs  Staffing 

The  attached  chart  gives  the  already  achieved  allocation  of  Plans  and 
Programs  staff  to  Implementation. 


Attachment 
MRE : 248/ i ct 


(415)  555-6377 


November  9,  1988 


MEMORANDUM 


TO  : Stan  Jones 


FROM:  Milton  R.  Edelin,  Deputy 
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PLANS  & PROGRAMS  STAFF  PI 

PER  BUDGET  _ 

Willi ams 

Bash 

Ghosh 

Lierbermann 

Kohl  strand 

LaBrie 

Scott 

Montana 

Horton 

Hussey 

Shot  land 

Lord 

Fel tham 

Hycko 

(Robbins  - on  grant  funding) 

(Bateson  - on  grant  funding) 

Dowdee 
Medina 
Herrera 
Rogers 
Mabel  1 1 1 n 1 
Maxwel 1 

4 Clerk-typists 

Ahmad i 

Coleman 

Tan 

SUB-TOTAL  GENERAL  FUND 
SUB-TOTAL  GRANT 

TOTAL 


WORK  BEING  PERFORMED 


; & Programs 

Implementation 

Work 

Work 

1 .0 

1 .0 

1.0 

.8 

.2 

.8 

.2 

.8 

.2 

.8 

.2 

.7 

.3 

.8 

.2 

.6 

.4 

.9 

.1 

.7 

.3 

.1 

.9 

.5 

.5 

(.8) 

( *2) 

(.9) 

(.1) 

.3 

.7  (admin.?) 

.9 

.1 

.9 

.1 

.2 

.8 

1.0 

1.0 

3.0 

1.0 

1.0 

1.0 

1.0 

17.8 

9.2 

1.7 

.3 

19.5  FTE 

9.5  FTE 

GAW: 1 62 
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August  10,  1988 


M E MORANDUM 


TO:  City  Planning  Commission 

FROM:  Dean  L.  Maoris,  Director  of  Planning 

SUBJECT:  Estimate  of  Full  Staffing  and  Costs  for  Implementation  Functions 


The  City  Planning  Commission,  at  its  last  workshop,  requested  that  the 
Department  prepare  staffing  and  cost  estimates  based  on  full  staffing  to 
reflect  improved  levels  of  service.  In  addition,  the  Department  was  requested 
to  provide  the  Commission  with  the  amount  of  fee  increase  necessary  to  sustain 
a full  staffing  level. 

The  Department  has  evaluated  the  current  level  of  service,  has  proposed 
target  levels  of  service,  and  has  estimated  staffing  levels  needed  to  operate 
at  the  target  levels.  Attachment  1 depicts  current  (F/Y  1988-89)  and 
additional  staffing  needed  for  permit-related  activities  in  the  Implementation 
Division.  Attachment  2 shows  the  current  levels  of  permit-related  service  and 
target  levels  to  be  achieved  with  full  staffing. 

Current  F/Y  1988-89  staff  costs  for  the  activities  listed  are  $2,753,284 
(personnel  and  fringe  benefits).  Additional  staff  needed  would  cost 
$1,436,089,  for  a total  staff  cost  of  $4,189,373. 

Projected  fees  for  F/Y  1988-89  (including  the  new  fee  increase)  total 
$1,956,348.  Fees  would  need  to  be  increased  by  114X  to  cover  full  staffing 
costs.  A somewhat  higher  increase  would  be  necessary  to  cover  additional 
non-salary  costs,  such  as  larger  office  space,  materials  and  supplies,  and 
other  ancillary  costs. 

The  Commission  should  consider  this  a first  cut  draft,  especially  since 
it  assumes  no  additional  eff iciencies  brought  about  by  automation  or  improved 
records  management.  These  efficiencies  would  have  one-time  costs  but 
ultimately  could  reduce  the  need  for  additional  personnel. 

It  should  also  be  borne  in  mind  that  improved  permit  processing  in  other 
associated  departments  is  advantageous  to  the  Planning  Department. 


DLM/MAK:97/jp 
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Activity 


F/Y  1988-89  Additional 

Staffing  Needed 


PERMIT  REVIEW  - Sullivan 
Permit  Checking 
Neighborhood  Commercial 
Nonconforming  Uses 
Miscellaneous 
Variances 

Discretionary  Review  (Non-Richmond/Sunset) 
Bernal  Heights/Inner  Mission 
Code  Enforcement 
SUB-TOTAL 


1 

5.8 

3.15 

.3 

.3 

1.7 

1.3 

.25 

4 

17.8 


3 

1 

2.5 

.5 


1 


4 

12 


COMMISSION  CASES  - Blazej 

Downtown  Permits  including  Project  Monitoring 
Conditional  Uses  (Non-NCRS) 

Condominiums,  Subdivisions,  Parcel  Maps 
Zoning  Reclassifications,  Text  Amendment 
Discretionary  Review  (Richmond/Sunset) 
Landmarks/Proposition  M - Historic 
Master  Plan  Referrals 
Institutional  Master  Plan 
Study  Area  Permits 

Transportation  Aspects  of  Commission  Cases 
SUB-TOTAL 

ENVIRONMENTAL  REVIEW**  (Sahra  prorated) 
Negative  Declarations  and  Exemptions 
Environmental  Evaluations/Environmental 
Reports 

Shadow  Analysis 

Transportation  Aspects  of  Environmental 
SUB-TOTAL 


1 

1 

3.2 

.7 

.7 

1 

1 

.9 

.6 

1.6 

.5 


.5 


12.2 

3.7 

3.0 

2.5 

Impact 

2.8 

1.7 

.25 

_ 

Review 

.75  . 

.25 

6.8 


4.45 


ADMI NI STRATI  ON/SUPPORT 
Assistant  Director  - Passmore 
Office  Manager 
Typing/Clerical 
Telephones  . 

Graphics/Block  Books 
Zoning  Information  - 
SUB-TOTAL 


1 

10 

2 

2 

3 

TF 


1 

6 


.5*** 

2 


TOTAL 


54.8  29.65 


*.5  FTE  to  cover  re-review  for  Proposition  M findings. 

♦♦Reflects  the  Office  of  Environmental  Review  (OER)  staffing  for 
Implementation  work  program  activities  which  are  revenue-producing. 
Therefore,  20-30%  of  OER  work  load  and  staffing  are  not  reflected, 
(e.g..  Environmental  Impact  Reports  (EIR's)  for  Plans  and  Programs  and 
environmental  review  for  Board- initiated  interim  controls.) 
♦♦♦Temporary 
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ATTACHMENT  1 
IMPLEMENTATION  SUMMARY 


Section 

F/Y  1988-89 
Ad  Valorem  Staffing 

Additional  Needed 

Permit  Review 

17.8 

12 

Commission  Cases 

12.2 

3.7 

Environmental  Review 

6.8 

4.45 

Admi n i str at ion/Support 

18 

9.5 

TOTAL 

54.8 

29.65 

NOTE:  The  number  of  staff  needed  is  based  on  Department  policies  and 

procedures  as  of  June  1988.  New  processing  requirements  in  the  future 
may  result  in  an  adjustment  in  staff  needed.  Full  staffing  processing 
time  on  the  attached  sheets  represents  time  from  receipt  pf  application 
to  City  Planning  Commission  Calendar  for  action.  The  staffing  depicted 
excludes  3 grant-funded  positions. 
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Participate  In  court  100%  100% 

as  required  by  City 
Attorney  or  District 
Attorney 
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a)  Time  to  process  . 45  days 

applications 
for  Landmark  status 
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b)  Process  application  30  days  30  days 
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RESPONSE  TO  BUDGET  ANALYST'S  REPORT 


INTRODUCTION 


For  the  past  two  years  this  Department  has  worked  cooperatively 
with  the  Budget  Analyst  in  conducting  an  audit  of  our  work 
activities. 

Our  desire  was  to  have  an  open  process  where  constructive 
recommendations  could  be  made  by  the  Budget  Analyst  for 
improving  our  management  procedures  and  staff  performance. 

Our  senior  staff  management  welcomes  a process  to  improve  the 
Department's  effectiveness,  as-  does  the  entire  staff.  We  also 
recognize  the  intent  of  a budget  audit  is  to  identify 
deficiencies,  rather  than  to  point  out  good  work  or  offer 
praise  for  achievement.  And  while  the  Budget  Analyst  makes 
some  rather  impressive  mistakes  in  his  evaluations,  the 
experience  did  fix  our  attention  on  how  we  could  make  further 
improvements  to  management  techniques. 

We  support  several  specific  recommendations  in  the  Budget 
Analyst 's  report  and  have  already  implemented  some  suggestions 
because  it  made  sense  to  move  immediately  to  improve  service. 

On  the  other  hand,  many  recommendations  are  flatly  unacceptable 
because  they  are  either  based  on  misconceptions  or  involve 
areas  where  the  Budget  Analyst  is  simply  not  qualified  to  make 
judgment.  Certain  other  recommendations  may  be  acceptable,  but 
without  more  staff,  they  cannot  be  implemented. 

What  must  be  understood  about  the  Budget  Analyst  Report  is  that 
it  contains  no  evaluation  of  performance  relative  to  workload.* 
None  whatsoever.  And  since  there  is  no  evaluation  on  whether 
staff  is  performing  at  capacity,  any  comments  the  Budget 
Analyst  makes-  in  his  report  regarding  allocation  of  staff, 
staff  performance  or  quality  of  supervision  have  no 
justification. 

THE  BUDGET  ANALYST'S  REPORT  HAS  FUNDAMENTAL  DEFICIENCIES 

1.  The  Budget  Analyst  Report  does  not  cover  permit 
processing  functions  --  even  though  it  is  the 
Department's  highest  priority,  severest  problem,  and 
where  over  one  half  of  the  Department's  resources  are 
assigned. 


*The  Budget  Analyst  considered  performance  relative  to  workload  in 
making  some  of  the  Department  Administration  transfer  recommendations. 

The  recommendations  to  transfer  positions  from  Plans  and  Programs  to 
Implementation  were  based  on  the  relative  importance  of  the  work  required 
from  each  of  these  Divisions. 
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2.  The  Budget  Analyst's  recommendation  to  reduce  planning 
staff  to  20  people  is  outdated  and  of  little  relevance 
because  the  Department  has  already  reduced  planning  to 
19  ad  valorem  staff  people,  including  professional  and 
clerical . 

Staff  has  been  shifted  from  planning  and  administration  to 
public  information  and  permit  processing— our  biggest  need.  We 
do  not  understand  how  the  Budget  Analyst  can  propose  staff 
shifts  or  other  organizational  changes  without  first  examining 
the  staff  needs  in  permit  processing.  The  fact  that  no 
additional  staff  is  available  to  shift  from  planning  makes  the 
Budget  Analyst's  personnel  allocation  recommendations 
completely  unworkable. 

EXPLAINING  THE  DEPARTMENT'S  ADMINISTRATIVE  DIFFICULTIES 


Simply  expressed,  a mismatch  exists  between  workload  and  the 
number  of  staff  people  available  to  carry  it  out.  The  Budget 
Analyst's  report  eventually  reaches  that  conclusion,  but  it 
does  so  in  an  unnecessarily  circuitous  and  contentious  way. 

4 

The  chart  below,  we  believe,  quickly  focuses  attention  on  how 
severe  the  staffing  situation  really  is.  These  figures,  we 
might  add,  were  given  to  the  Budget  Analyst  Office,  but  they 
have  not  been  used  in  the  report.  * 

The  Budget  Analyst  Report,  incidentally,  contains  no  analysis 
on  why  activity  volumes  have  grown  so  substantially  — or 
beyond  basic  volume  of  permits,  how  recent  changes  in  zoning 
and  other  ordinances  have  impacted  staff  time. 


*The  information  provided  by  the  Department  of  City  Planning  was 
considered  by  the  Budget  Analyst  in  formulating  the  staffing  recommendations 
contained  in  our  report. 
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IMPLEMENTATION  WORK  LOAD:  CASES  AND  APPLICATIONS  RECEIVED 


Staffing 

F/Y  1982-83 

Current 

Change 

% Change 

Implementation 

53 

62(0 

+9 

+ 17% 

Plans  and  Programs 

32 

21  (f ) 

-11 

-34% 

Support  and  Administration 

13 

11 

-2 

-15% 

TOTAL 

98 

94(f) 

-4 

-4% 

APPLICATIONS  RECEIVED 

Iftf’ACT 

Work  Item 

F/Y  1982-83 

F/Y  1987-88 

Change 

% Change 

Building  Permit  Applications 

3,879(a) 

7 , 286 ( a ) ( b ) 

+3,407 

+88% 

Received 

Miscellaneous  Permits 

1,796 

2,693 

+846 

+50% 

Conditional  Uses 

136(c) 

192 

+56 

+41% 

Variances 

175 

185, 

+10 

+6% 

Condominiums,  Subdivisions, 

210(d) 

245 ( d ) 

+35 

+17% 

Master  Plan  Referrals 

Discretionary  Review 

27  / , 

130 

+ 103 

+381% 

Code  Complaint  Cases  Opened 

100(e) 

686(e) 

+586 

+586%* 

Appeals  to  Building  Permit 

77 

309 

+232 

+301% 

Applications  Received 

Environmental  Evaluations  Filed 

180 

190 

+10 

+6% 

(Environmental  Impact  Reports, 

Negative  Declarations, 

Exemptions,  Exclusions,  etc.) 

NOTES:  ja)Not  including  resubmissions. 

(b) Based  on  1st  Quarter  applications  for  F/Y  1988-89,  the  annual  rate 
for  F/Y  1988-89  is  estimated  to  be  7,368  applications  received. 

(c) lncludes  Special  Use  District  reviews  in  F/Y  1982-83. 

(d) Not  including  parcel  map  waivers  and  lot  line  adjustments. 

(e) Data  unavailable  on  total  complaints  filed  in  F/Y  1982-83.  In  F/Y 
1987-88  approximately  1,000  complaints  were  filed  and  686  cases  were 
opened  for  investigation. 

(062  includes  3 staff  on  grants,  21  includes  2 staff  on  grants, 

94  includes  5 staff  on  grants. 


*This  percentage  has  very  little  meaning  since  it  is  based  in  part  on 
unavailable  data  from  FY  1982-83. 
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WHAT  THE  CHART  SHOWS  AND  WHAT  IT  DOESN’T  SHOW 


1.  Five  years  ago  the  Department  had  more  staff  than  it 
does  this  fiscal  year.  Yet  the  work  load  has 
increased  immensely.  Staff  members  are  processing  and 
producing  far  more  today  than  five  years  ago.  A 
tribute  to  an  excellent  staff,  and  good  management. 

2.  Staff  has  been  shifted  continuously  from  planning  and 
other  functions  to  processing  functions  where  needs 
exist. 

3.  Work  in  all  permit  activities  increased  and  in  some 
categories  growth  has  been  remarkable.  For  obvious 
reasons  the  chart  cannot  illustrate  the  increased 
complexity  of  regulations  requiring  far  more  staff 
review  time  per  permit  or  case. 

4.  The  latest  figures  on  routine  permit  processing  tell 
the  story.  In  the  fiscal  year  1982/83  the  Department 
handled  3,879  permits  and  in  1987/88  7,286  permits--an 
88%  increase.  This  year  the  projection  is  7,368* 
permits.  If  permits  requiring  a second  review  were 
added,  the  figure  would  be  9,236. 

5.  More  complex  rules  mean  more  citizen  inquiries. 

Zoning  counter  visits  have  more  than  doubled. 

Telephone  inquiries  are  up  to  the  system's  capacity 
and  would  be  up  even  more  if  more  phone  lines  and 
staff  to  respond  were  available. 

6.  Despite  sheer  numerical  increases  in  nearly  all 
activities  depicted  on  the  chart,  the  qualitative 
change  (staff  time  required  for  each  case)  has 
affected  the  staff  even  more  dramatically.  It  is  a 
major  factor  that  cannot  be  shown  by  numbers  on  a 
chart.  The  Budget  Analyst's  report  contains  no 
evaluation  of  this  factor. 

During  the  past  eight  years,  San  Franciscans  through 
the  Planning  Commission,  Board  of  Supervisors  and  the 
initiative  process  have  demanded,  and  continue  to 
demand,  increased  responsiveness  and  more 
fine-grained,  sophisticated  techniques  for  regulating 
land  use,  design  quality  and  for  ensuring 
environmental  protection. 

Rules  that  exist  today,  requiring  far  more  staff  time 
to  administer,  did  not  exist  fiye  years  ago.  They 
include  such  well-known  programs  as  downtown  office 
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limitation  program;  control  over  exterior  alteration 
of  downtown  buildings;  proposition  M priority  policies 
requiring  written  findings  prior  to  the  issuance  of 
about  1500  to  2000  permits  this  year;  special 
residential  interim  controls  requiring  new 
neighborhood  notices  and  design  review  of  nearly  all 
alterations;  new,  more  complex  controls  for  such  areas 
as  Rincon  Hill,  Tenderloin,  South  of  Market,  Chinatown 
and  Van  Ness  Avenue,  among  others. 

OTHER  DEFICIENCIES  OR  MISREPRESENTATIONS  IN  THE  REPORT 

1.  The  Budget  Analyst  offers  no  justification  for  his 
implied  priorities  but,  if  his  recommendation  on  staff 
shifts  (Section  8.1)  were  taken  seriously,  it  would 
mean  shifting  staff  from  permit  processing  to  lower 
priority  functions,  such  as  non-conforming  uses  and 
Institutional  Master  Plans.  _It  is  a recommendation 
that  should  be  summarily  rejected.* 

Moreover,  it  is  questionable  whether  the  Budget 
Analyst  should  be  substituting  his  judgment  on  < 
priorities  for  those  reached  by  the  Department, 
Commission,  Mayor  or  Board  of  Supervisors.  The  Board, 
for  example,  requested  the  rezoning  of  the  South  of 
Market,  a major  commitment  in  staff  resources. 

2.  The  Budget  Analyst  makes  no  attempt  to  connect 
workload  to  staff  available.  As  a consequence,  the 
Budget  Analyst's  report  leaves  questions  critical  to 
any  effort  of  this  sort  totally  unanswered: 

Is  the  Department's  workload  and  staff 
performance  up  or  down  compared  to  previous  years? 

What  was  the  Department's  justification  for 
giving  low  or  high  priority  to  certain  functions? 

Were  the  reasons  for  delay  in  meeting  internal 
target  dates  for  planning  activities  justified? 

Are  managers  sufficiently  free  from  line  work  so 
that  enough  time  can  be  devoted  to  management 
responsibilities? 

3.  Perhaps  the  Department's  biggest  need,  ranking  behind 
only  faster  permit  processing  and  better  public 
information  services,  is  the  need  for  sufficient  and 
stable  support  and  clerical  staff.  This  Departmental 
function  is  not  covered  by  the  report,  yet  it  plays  a 
major  role  in  our  ability  to  perform. 


*The  Budget  Analyst  has  not  recommended  decreases  in  permit  processing 
staff  and  in  fact  has  recommended  transfer  of  staff  from  Plans  and  Programs 
and  from  Administration  to  increase  permit  processing  staff. 
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4. 


Because  the  Budget  Analyst  chose  to  rely  principally 
on  interviews  as  a methodology  for  the  audit,  too  much 
of  the  report  is  simply  anecdotal  in  nature  rather 
than  based  on  solid,  formal  evaluation  techniques  and 
follow-up  with  staff  management. 

As  a result  there  are  various  levels  of 
recommendations  in  the  report  that  simply  cannot  be 
endorsed  because  implications  are  not  clearly  thought 
through.  They  range  widely  and  include  such 
conclusions  as  questioning  the  Commission's  authority 
(a  legal  judgment)  to  recommending  that  an  Assistant 
Director  serve  on  the  zoning  counter,  while  knowing 
the  Department  is  desperately  looking  for  ways  to 
conserve  Manager's  time  to  manage. 

What  follows  is  a section-by-section  response  to  the  Budget 
Analyst's  report. 
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SECTION  2.1.:  THE  NATURE,  CONTENT  AND  FORMAT  OF  THE  GENERAL  PLAN 


THE  MASTER  PLAN  IS  AN  INTERNALLY 
CONSISTENT  DOCUMENT.  THE  BUDGET 
ANALYST'S  EXAMPLES  DO  NOT  ILLUSTRATE 
INCONSISTENCIES.  THE  DEPARTMENT 
DISAGREES  THAT  THE  CHARTER  CALLS  FOR  A 
SEPARATE  LAND  USE  ELEMENT.  WE  DO 
AGREE  THAT  IT  IS  DESIRABLE  TO  HAVE  AN 
INTRODUCTORY  CONCEPT  AS  A PREFACE  TO 
THE  MASTER  PLAN  WHEN  THERE  IS  STAFF 
AVAILABLE  TO  PREPARE  IT.  WE  DO  AGREE 
THAT  A MORE  FORMAL  ANNUAL  REVIEW  OF 
THE  MASTER  PLAN  WOULD  BE  DESIRABLE. 


Format  of  the  Master  Plan 


The  recommendation  is  that  a general  “concept, “ similar  to  that 
used  by  Los  Angeles,  be  adopted  as  a general  introductory 
overview  to  the  Master  Plan.  On  several  occasions  over  the 
past  15  years,  the  Department  has  attempted  to  draft  an 
overview  introduction  to  the  Master  Plan  but  has  not  been 
satisfied  with  the  result.  Given  the  comprehensiveness  of  the 
City's  Master  Plan  (as  compared  to  that  of  Los  Angeles),  staff 
concluded  that,  by  keeping  the  overview  brief  enough  to  be 
useful,  too  much  was  omitted,  making  the  document  incomplete 
and  misleading.  However,  as  staff  becomes  available  the 
Department  will  develop  an  appropriate  overview  statement. 

Comprehensiveness  of  the  Master  Plan 


The  audit  report  recommends  that  the  Master  Plan  cover  more 
infrastructure  facilities,  such  as  the  city's  water 
distribution  system,. and  non-city  owned  public  utilities. 

Since  the  Department  is  not  responsible  for  planning  for  these 
facilities,  the  Master  Plan  has  not  covered  these  items. 
However,  the  recommendation  is  that  the  plans  of  agencies 
responsible  for  those  facilities  be  referenced  in  the  Master 
Plan.  The  Department  believes  this  is  a useful  suggestion  and 
we  will  respond  as  staff  become  available. 

Update  of  the  Master  Plan 


The  report  notes  that  several  sections  of  the  Master  Plan, 
particularly  those  related  to  community  facilities,  are  dated. 
Since  enough  staff  is  not  available  for  all  the  planning 
activities  it  would  be  desirable  to  undertake,  choices  must  be 
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made.  And  since  so  little  city  money  is  devoted  to  new 
community  facilities,  the  limited  staff  we  have  was  not 
assigned  to  updating  these  facility  plans.  The  Department 
acknowledges  that  it  would  be  desirable  to  do  so  and  it  will, 
as  staff  resources  become  available. 

Internal  Consistency 

The  Department  agrees  that  the  Master  Plan  should  be  internally 
consistent  and  believes  that  it  is.  The  "examples"  of  existing* 
inconsistencies  cited  in  the  Report  are  not  inconsistencies  at 
all. 

Example  1 (p.  16)  notes  that  a proposal  for  Van  Ness  Avenue  in 
the  Transportation  Element  is  not  contained  in  the  Van  Ness 
Avenue  Area  Plan.  This  does  not  constitute  an  inconsistency. 
Area  Plans  do  not  include  all  the  relevant  policies  from  the 
various  elements.  To  do  so  would  make  the  area  plans  far  too 
long  and  make  the  total  Master  Plan  too  bulky  and  unwieldy. 

Example  2 (p.  16)  is  not  an  inconsistency.  It  is  an  erroneous 
reference  in  a map  legend  which  should  and  will  be  corrected. 

Example  3 (pp.  17-18)  The  two  Port  property  policies  discussed 
are  not  examples  of  inconsistency.  The  Report  argues  that  the 
^policies  overlap  and  both  are  not  needed.  The  policies  do  not 
overlap.  One  policy  relates  to  maritime  uses  and  the  other 
relates  to  non-maritime  uses. 

Content  of  the  Master  Plan 


The  Report  argues  that  a separate  Land  Use  Element  is  required 
by  the  Charter.  The  Department  disagrees.  We  believe  that  a 
careful  reading  of  the  Charter,  sound,  contemporary  planning 
practice  and  specific  state  law  all  support  the  manner  the 
Master  Plan  is  currently  organized.  The  Charter  does  call  for 
a land  use  plan  containing  certain  items  but  does  not  call  for 
it  to  be  in  a separate  element.  Contained  within  the  Master 
Plan  is  a land  use  plan  which  covers  the  requisite  items. 

The  Charter  language  was  drafted  in  1946.  Planning  theory  has 
changed  since  that  time.  In  the  1960s  the  Department  elected 
to  shift  to  a policy  plan  organized  by  individual  systems  or 
functions,  such  as  transportation,  open  space,  commerce  and 
industry,  and  so  forth.  Under  this  format  land  use  policies 
and  maps  are  not  all  contained  in  a single  element  called  the 
Land  Use  Element.  Rather,  they  are  contained  in  various  other 
elements  of  the  Master  Plan  (for  example,  policies  regarding 
the  use  of  land  for  housing  are  included  in  the  Residence 
Element)  and  in  sections  of  the  Master  Plan  called  Area  Plans 
which  cover  specific  geographic  areas.  (For  example,  land  use 
policies  for  the  area  along  the  Bay  between  Aquatic  Park  and 
China  Basin  Channel  are  contained  in  the  Northeastern 


*The  Budget  Analyst  continues  to  believe  that  the  examples  of 
inconsistency  are  valid,  (8) 
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Waterfront  Area  Plan.)  The  Master  Plan  has  a separate  Land  Use 
Index  in  order  to  provide  an  easy  reference  to  the  various  land 
use  policies  contained  throughout. 

This  approach  is  sanctioned  by  State  law.  California  planning 
law  requires  every  city  and  county  to  adopt  a "comprehensive, 
long-term  general  plan  for  the  physical  development"  of  the 
community.  Government  Code  Section  65302  specifies  that  every 
general  plan  must  have  nine  elements,  including  a land  use 
element.  The  description  of  the  Land  Use  Element  in  the 
Government  Code  is  similar  to  the  description  of  the  land  use 
plan  in  the  Charter.  Government  Code  §65302  provides  that  the 
nine  elements  may,  at  the  discretion  of  the  County  or  City,  be 
adopted  in  any  format  deemed  appropriate  or  convenient, 
including  the  combining  of  elements,  if  the  County  or  City 
complies  with  all  the  requirements  regarding  the  content  of 
general  plan  elements.* 

Periodic  Review  of  the  Master  Plan 


Contrary  to  the  assertion  in  the  report,  the  Master  Plan  is 
reviewed  and  revised  periodically.  There  are  public  hearings 
on  the  work  program  and  the  public  has  the  opportunity  to 
propose  amendments  to  the  Plan,  when  amendments  are  prepared 
their  adoption  is  preceded  by  extensive  public  participation 
and  hearings. 

Even  so  we  believe  that  the  review  and  revision  procedure  could 
be  improved,  particularly  now  that  the  Master  Plan  has  been 
reprinted  in  a consistent  format,  making  it  far  more  readable 
and  usable  by  the  public.  As  part  of  preparing  next  year's 
budget  and  work  program  the  Planning  Commission  will  hold  a 
public  hearing  specifically  to  review  adequacy  of  the  Master 
Plan  and  obtain  public  comment  to  determine  what  revisions 
should  be  undertaken. 


*The  Budget  Analyst  believes  that  a separate  Land  Use  Element 
is  desirable  from  the  standpoint  of  understanding  the  Master  Plan. 
Further,  we  are  not  satisfied  that  the  current  Land  Use  Index  of 
the  Master  Plan  satisfies  the  requirements  of  the  City  Charter. 


* 


(9) 
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SECTION  2.2:  THE  PLANNING  CODE 


THE  DEPARTMENT  AGREES  THE  CITY 
PLANNING  CODE  SHOULD  BE  RE-WRITTEN  TO 
IMPROVE  CLARITY  AND  ORGANIZATION.  WE 
EXPLICITLY  DISAGREE  THAT  STAFF  CAN  BE 
SHIFTED  FROM  PLANNING  FUNCTIONS  TO 
COMPLETE  THE  TASKS  OUTLINED  IN  THIS 
SECTION.  ONLY  19  STAFF  ARE  ASSIGNED 
TO  PLANNING  ACTIVITIES  NOW;  ONE  LESS 
THAN  RECOMMENDED  BY  THE  BUDGET 
ANALYST.  ALL  AVAILABLE  STAFF  IN  THE 
IMPLEMENTATION  DIVISION  IS  ASSIGNED  TO 
PERMIT  PROCESSING. 


Page  23  the  Analyst's  report  states  ..."The  Zoning 
Administrator  himself  has  stated  that  the  Planning  Code  needs 
to  be  completely  edited  and  rewritten  so  as  to  be  more  usable 
by  staff  and  the  public."  Every  member  of  this  Department 
would  support  this  project. 

In  recent  years  because  of  the  demand  to  revise  existing 
provisions,  much  of  the  code  has  been  changed  and  expanded.  It 
is  now  a two  volume  document  and  over  400  pages  in  length.  The 
code  is  organizationally  complex  and  without  appropriate 
indexes. 

The  Budget  Analyst  persists  in  the  idea  that  staff  transfered  * 
from  the  Plans  and  Programs  Division  can  be  assigned  to 
re-write  the  code.  We  need  to  repeat  again  that  all  available 
staff  has  already  been  assigned  to  permit  processing. 

The  Budget  Analyst  did  not  review  the  operation,  workload  and 
staffing  of  the  Implementation  Division  and,  therefore,  has  no 
basis  for  making  this  recommendation.  The  fact  is  the 
Implementation  Division  is  intolerably  short  of  staff  to  do 
processing  work  and  does  not  have  staff  to  draft  code 
revisions,  as  recommended  by  the  Budget  Analyst.  Assigning  the 
Plans  and  Programs  Division  to  draft  code  changes  is  a 
carefully  thought  out  management  decision.  Rewriting  the  City 
Planning  Code  is  a major  undertaking,  requiring  special  skills 
and  experience.  It  is  a project  the  Department  had  hoped  to 
start  at  least  two  years  ago.  In  recent  discussions  with 
potential  consultants,  rewriting  the  Code  is  estimated  to  cost 
over  $100,000.  It  seems  remote  at  this  time  that  high  priority 
can  be  given  to  accomplishing  this  work  with  city  funds. 

The  Department's  current  direction  is  to  pursue  private  funds 
for  the  project.  It  may  be  possible  to  enlist  the  financial 
support  of  interested  parties,  including  law  firms,  members  of 
the  American  Institute  of  Architects,  and  others. 

*The  Budget  Analyst's  report  recommends  that  the  Director  of  Planning 
"consider  assigning  responsibility  for  authorship  of  the  Planning  Code  to 
the  Implementation  Division"  and  does  not  recommend  transferring  staff  to 
perform  these  functions. 

(10) 
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The  importance  of  rewriting  the  Code  should  be  a matter  for 
further  discussion  during  the  forthcoming  budget  process  with 
the  Commission,  Mayor  and  Board  of  Supervisors. 

Other  Responses  to  the  Budget  Analyst's  Conclusions 

1.  The  Department  acknowledges  the  need  to  update  the 
Zoning  Map.  The  Zoning  Map  is  current  through  1978, 
and  a staff  member  has  been  assigned  by  the  Zoning 
Administrator  to  research  all  zoning  map  changes  since 
then.  This  essential  information  will  be  given  to  the 
Department's  Graphics  Section  in  order  to  publish  an 
up  to  date  Zoning  Map  early  next  year. 

2.  Major  changes  to  the  Planning  Code  initiated  by  the 
Department  are  included  in  the  annual  work  program  and 
appropriate  staff  assigned.  Planning  Code  changes 
initiated  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors  pose  a different 
administrative  issue.  The  Department  wishes  to 
provide  service  to  Board  members  and  therefore 
attempts  to  adjust  its  work  program  to  accommodate 
Board  requests.  We  would  be  pleased  to  work  with  the 
Budget  Analyst’s  office  to  inform  the  Board  of  costs 
and  staffing  requirements  involved  in  code  revision 
requests. 

3.  We  certainly  do  not  disagree  that  zoning  summaries  by 
district  and  periodic  zoning  bulletins  would  aid  in 
public  understanding  of  the  Code.  These  special 
publications,  which  have  been  made  available  in  the 
past  on  a periodic  basis,  could  be  issued  more 
frequently  if  resources  can  be  found  to  create  an 
expanded  public  information  section  proposed  by  the 
Department. 

4.  The  Budget  Analyst  refers  to  the  Neighborhood 
Commercial  Zoning  Study  as  ...  "a  good  example  of  how 
the  implications  of  new  legislation  should  be 
explained  to  staff.."  (page  26)  His  report  calls  for 
reassigning  Planning  Code  revisions  to  the 
Implementation  Division,  but  fails  to  note  that  the 
award-winning  Neighborhood  Commercial  Zoning  Study  was 
in  fact  authored  by  the  Plans  and  Programs  Division. 
Presumably,  if  the  Department  follows  this  model  there 
would  be  no  need  to  transfer  code  drafting  functions 
to  the  Implementation  Division,  as  recommended  by  the 
Budget  Analyst. 


SECTION  2.3:  CAPITAL  IMPROVEMENTS 


THE  BUDGET  ANALYST  DOES  NOT  ACKNOWLEDGE 
THAT  MUCH  OF  THE  CAPITAL  PROGRAMMING 
FUNCTION  IS  OUTSIDE  THE  DEPARTMENT’S 
RESPONSIBILITY.  FURTHER,  THE  REPORT 
IMPLIES  THAT  IT  IS  BASED  ON  AN  OVERVIEW  OF 
THE  CAPITAL  PLANNING  PROCESS.  IT  IS  IN 
FACT  LIMITED  TO  THE  ACTIVITIES  OF  THE 
CAPITAL  IMPROVEMENT  ADVISORY  COMMITTEE  AND 
THE  DEPARTMENT  OF  CITY  PLANNING.  IT  OMITS 
ANY  REFERENCE  TO  CAPITAL  PLANNING 
ACTIVITIES  BEING  UNDERTAKEN  BY  OTHER 
DEPARTMENTS  OF  THE  CITY. 


Although  the  Director  of  Planning  is  a member  of  the  Capital 
Improvement  Advisory  Committee  (CIAC),  it  is  the  Department's 
position  that  the  comments  related  to  the  CIAC  are  an 
inappropriate  part  of  the  audit  because  Committee  matters  are 
outside  the  control  of  the  Department.*  With  this 
qualification,  the  following  responses  are  given  to  modify  or 
correct  statements  presented  in  the  Report  affecting  the  CIAC 
and  the  Department: 

CIAC  Review 


The  CIAC  is  responsible  for  preparing  and  reviewing  the 
Capital  Expenditure  Plan.  This  Plan  is  comprised  of 
facilities  maintenance  and  capital  improvement  projects. 
These  two  project  classifications  are  not  separate  programs 
as  stated  in  the  Report.** The  presentation  of  the  Plan  to 
the  CIAC  is  a staff  responsibility  of  the  Comnittee,  not 
the  Planning  Department  as  stated  in  the  Report. 

Infrastructure  Report 


The  infrastructure  report  prepared  by  the  CIAC  was  a unique 
step  by  the  Committee.  The  Report  implies  in  one  place 
that  nothing  more  has  been  done  in  infrastructure 
reporting;  yet  in  another  place  it  recognizes  additional 
efforts  underway  to  manage  the  City's  capital  assets  better. 

There  is  general  agreement  with  the  need  for  a periodic 
report  on  the  status  of  the  infrastructure;  its 
accomplishment  is  the  issue.  At  present  there  are 
inadequate  data  for  the  report.  Also,  staff  capacity  is 
not  available.  The  CIAC  would  welcome  the  support  of  the 
Budget  Analyst's  Office  for  an  expanded  staff  budget  to 
support  its  activities. 

*The  Budget  Analyst  believes  it  is  entirely  appropriate  to  include 
this  section  in  our  management  audit  since  the  Director  of  Planning  is  a 
member  of  the  CIAC  and  the  Department  of  City  Planning  provides  direct 
staff  support  to  the  CIAC. 

**The  Budget  Analyst  has  clarified  the  reference  to  the  Capital  Budget  on 
page  28  of  the  report.  (12) 


The  recommendations  instead  refer  to  the  need  for  the 
preparation  of  a Master  Plan  element  for  infrastructure. 
The  Master  Plan  element  should  reflect  the  infrastructure 
needs  of  the  subject  area  covered  by  the  element,  but  not 
in  a separate  and  unrelated  element.  Another  document  is 
not  needed. 

Under  the  review  procedure  for  the  annual  budget,  an 
opportunity  for  public  review  is  provided  for  the  capital 
budget,  but  with  the  City's  limited  financial  resources 
allocated  to  maintenance  projects,  there  are  few 
opportunities  to  meet  citizen  requests  for  new  facilities. 
One  important  exception  is  the  Open  Space  Program.  This 
program  is  based  on  extensive  public  participation  in  the 
formative  process. 

The  staff  is  working  toward  the  development  of  better 
procedures  for  reporting  maintenance  and  improvement  needs 
for  the  City's  capital  assets.  To  achieve  this  objective 
will  require  more  than  just  the  preparation  of  an 
infrastructure  report,  especially  since  the  Budget  Analyst 
offers  no  means  for  paying  for  it. 


(14) 
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SECTION  2.4  PLANNING  INFORMATION  DATA  BASE 


THE  DEPARTMENT  AGREES  THAT  AN 
INFORMATION  BASE  IS  DESIRABLE.  IT  WAS 
RECOMMENDED  INITIALLY  TO  THE  BUDGET 
ANALYST  BY  OUR  STAFF.  THE  PROJECT  WOULD 
INVOLVE  SUBSTANTIAL  COST,  A FACT  NOT 
ACKNOWLEDGED  BY  THE  BUDGET  ANALYST. 


We  agree  with  the  desirability  of  the  information  base 
described  in  this  section. 

However,  the  report  is  in  error  in  concluding  that  the 
recommendations  could  be  accomplished  with  existing  staff  at  no 
additional  cost.  To  achieve  the  recommended  information  base 
would  require  substantial  sums  of  money.  For  several  years  the 
Department  has  sought  ways  to  establish  a- computerized  data 
base.  But  budget  constraints  have  prevented  this. 

The  Budget  Analyst  recommends  that  the  Urban  Systems  Analyst 
position  be  in  charge  of  all  data  collection  but  fails  to  point* 
out  that  the  position  is  unfunded  and  cannot  be  filled.  The 
Budget  Analyst  also  fails  to  recommend  that  the  position  be 
funded  in  order  to  carry  out  his  recommendation. 


*The  Budget  Analyst  is  aware  that  the  currently  authorized 
Urban  Systems  Analyst  position  is  currently  vacant  due  to  salary 
savings  requirements.  The  Planner  presently  performing  the  duties 
of  the  Urban  Systems  Analyst  position,  however,  should  be  placed 
in  charge  of  all  data  collection  at  this  time. 


(15) 
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SECTION  3.1  VIOLATION  ABATEMENT 


WE  CONCUR  WITH  THE  BUDGET  ANALYST'S 
RECOMMENDATION  THAT  THE  BUREAU  OF  BUILDING 
INSPECTION  ASSUME  THE  RESPONSIBILITY  FOR 
INVESTIGATING,  FACT  FINDING  AND  INSPECTING 
POTENTIAL  PLANNING  CODE  VIOLATIONS. 


The  Department  supports  the  Budget  Analyst's  recommendation 
that  investigation  of  reported  Planning  Code  violations  be 
conducted  by  the  Bureau  of  Building  Inspection  (BBI).  There  is 
simply  no  way  the  Department  can  handle  the  workload  without  a 
greatly  increased  staff.  We  have  stated  this  in  previous  work 
programs  and  budget  submissions.  The  Bureau  has  42  field 
inspectors  that  currently  enforce  building  and  other  city  codes. 

Each  action  of  enforcement  resulting  from  a Bureau 
investigation  and  notice  of  violation  will  cause  a building 
permit  to  be  filed.  This  in  turn  will  require  planning  staff 
to  review  the  permit  for  code  compliance.  A more  effective 
violation  abatement  program  in  the  Bureau  will  undoubtedly 
result  in  increased  work  for  the  Implementation  Division  to 
review  corrective  permits. 

It  is  not  correct  to  say,  as  the  Budget  Analyst  does,  that 
Bureau  involvement  will  ultimately  make  it  possible  to  use  the 
Department's  violation  staff,  now  four  professional  people,  for 
other  assignments.* 

The  Department  supports  the  Budget  Analyst  recommendation  to 
create  new  positions  within  the  Bureau  to  handle  the  added  work 
and  for  generating  additional  funds  to  cover  costs  for  this 
activity  through  penalties  and  other  City  assessments.  The 
Department  has  already  submitted  a letter  to  the  City  Attorney 
requesting  legislation  that  would  set  penalties  for  Planning 
Code  violations  to  be  similar  to  those  imposed  by  BBI  for 
building  code  violations. 

The  Department  will  pursue  the  Budget  Analyst's  recommendations 
through  further  discussions  with  the  Bureau  of  Building 
Inspection  to  determine  the  administrative  steps  necessary  for 
delegating  functions  in  violation  abatement. 


*The  Budget  Analyst’s  report  states  that  "The  five  Violation 
Abatement  staff  currently  in  the  Department  of  City  Planning  would 
be  retained  in  the  Department.  We  estimate  that  four  of  those  five 
positions  would  eventually  be  assigned  other  planning  duties." 


(16) 
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SECTION  3.2:  NON-CONFORMING  USES 


THE  REPORT  INCORRECTLY  PORTRAYS  THE  STATUS 
OF  NON-CONFORMING  USES.*  THE  NON-CONFORMING 
USE  PROGRAM  IS  BEING  EFFECTIVELY  CARRIED 
OUT  GIVEN  THE  DEPARTMENT'S  PRIORITIES  AND 
RESOURCES. 

DESPITE  THE  BUDGET  ANALYST'S  RECOMMENDATION 
THAT  ONE  ADDITIONAL  STAFF  PERSON  BE  GRANTED 
FOR  THIS  PURPOSE  AT  COST  OF  $50,000,  WE 
DISAGREE.  IT  IS  A LOW  PRIORITY  PROGRAM  AND 
THE  MONEY  SHOULD  BE  SPENT  ON  PERMIT 
PROCESSING. 


The  current  number  of  active  non-conforming  uses  is  not  4000 
properties  but  1600  recorded  and  documented  non-conforming 
uses.  There  are  also  between  100  and  200  new  non-conforming 
commercial  uses  (based  on  preliminary  surveys)  as  a result  of 
the  1978  Residential  Rezoning  and  the  1987  Neighborhood 
Commercial  Rezoning.  The  4000  non-conforming  uses  referenced 
by  the  Budget  Analyst  were  the  number  existing  at  the  beginning 
of  the  program  in  1960. 

Most  of  the  non-conforming  cases  identified  in  the  original 
1960  survey  resulted  from  the  Zoning  Ordinance  of  1921,  the 
City's  first  land  use  controls.  These  uses  continued  from  1921 
to  1960  without  zoning  regulations  to  eliminate  them.  Based  on 
the  zoning  theory  of  the  time,  the  1960  Zoning  Ordinance  sought 
to  eliminate  nonconforming  uses. 

The  ordinance  set  1965,  1970  and  1980  as  termination  dates  for 
various  non-conforming  categories,  with  the  exception  of 
limited  commercial  non-conforming  uses  that,  under  certain 
conditions,  were  permitted  to  continue  without  termination. 
Through  terminations  and  attrition  brought  about  by  changing 
land  use  patterns  and  economic  trends,  the  number  of 
non-conforming  uses  has  decreased  to  1600  properties.  They 
include  1200  limited  commercial  non-conforming  uses  and  400 
non-conforming  uses  with  termination  dates.  These  1600 
properties  are  completely  documented  by  NCU  cards,  including 
photographs  and  a computer  inventory  with  data  on  each  case. 
These  files  enable  the  Department  to  readily  manage  these  cases 


*We  have  clarified  our  report  with  respect  to  the  current 
number  of  nonconforming  uses. 
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The  non-conforming  properties  that  may  have  been  created  by  the 
1978  Residential  Rezoning  and  the  1987  Neighborhood  Commercial 
Rezoning,  estimated  at  less  than  200  cases,  have  not  been  fully 
surveyed  or  documented.  All  but  a very  few  of  these  properties 
can  qualify  as  limited  commercial  non-conforming  uses  and  will 
not  be  subject  to  termination. 

Given  the  low-priority  need  for  eliminating  non-conforming  uses 
and  limited  staff  resources,  the  Zoning  Administrator  has  not 
diverted  staff  to  such  a survey  at  this  time.  In  the  meantime, 
these  non-conforming  uses  will  be  documented  and  recorded  when 
permits  are  sought  for  the  property. 

The  non-conforming  uses  are  effectively  being  controlled* 
managed  and  documented.  The  assertions  contained  in  the 
report's  conclusion  are  not  sustained  by  the  facts.  The 
non-conforming  use  program  is  being  carried  out,  to  the  extent 
departmental  priorities  and  available  staff  make  it  possible. 

As  we  understand  the  report,  this  is  one  activity  where  the 
Budget  Analyst  recommends  additional  staff.  (One  person  at  a 
cost  of  $50,000.)  We  strongly  disagree.  Money  should  not  be 
spent  on  this  low  priority  program.  Most  nonconforming  uses 
have  little  effect  on  the  City's  livability.  In  fact,  many  are 
regarded  as  positive  features  and  services.  Any  additional 
money  granted  the  Department  should  be  allocated  to  permit 
processing. 


*The  Budget  Analyst’s  report  concludes  that  nonconforming  uses 
are  not  being  effectively  controlled  and  recommends  that  actions  be 
taken  to  effectively  control  such  uses. 


SECTION  3.3:  COMMISSION  CASES 


THIS  SECTION  PURPORTS  TO  BE  ABOUT  THE 
DEPARTMENT’S  STAFF  WORK  ON  PREPARING  CASES 
FOR  CITY  PLANNING  COMMISSION  REVIEW.  IT 
ACTUALLY  FOCUSES  ON  ONLY  ONE  DISCRETIONARY 
REVIEW  CASE.  IN  DOING  SO  SEVERAL  NOTABLE 
ERRORS  ARE  MADE.  MOREOVER,  WE  QUESTION  THE 
PROPRIETY  OF  THE  BUDGET  ANALYST  DRAWING 
LEGAL  AND  POLICY  CONCLUSIONS  ABOUT 
COMMISSION  ACTIONS. 


It  seems  that  the  main  point  of  this  section  in  the  Budget 
Analyst's  report  is  to  single  out  one  discretionary  case*to 
question  the  City  Planning  Commission's  authority  and  actions 
involving  a cash  contribution  for  a traffic  study.  The  report 
states  that  the  Commission  has  used  its  discretion  in  a 
questionable  manner,  beyond  its  authority,  and  that  the 
condition  in  question  was  inappropriate  because  the 
environmental  analysis  showed  no  “adverse"  impacts.** 

The  City  Planning  Commission's  authority  is  not  limited  to  the 
Planning  Code,  as  the  Budget  Analyst  maintains.  Although  the 
case  in  question  was  a discretionary  review  case,  even 
conditional  use  authorizations  are  not  based  solely  on  the 
Planning  Code  provisions,  as  noted  on  page  52  of  the  report. 

The  Commission's  discretionary  review  powers  are  not  found 
directly  in  the  Planning  Code,  but  in  the  City's  Charter. 

The  fact  that  a negative  declaration  approved  by  the 
Commission,  pursuant  to  the  California  Environmental  Quality 
Act  (CEQA),  found  that  the  proposed  project  would  have  no 
significant  environmental  impacts  means  only  that  an 
Environmental  Impact  Report  need  not  be  prepared.  It  does  not 
preclude  the  Commission  or  the  Department  from  considering 
other  planning  issues,  including  a transportation  assessment. 

A finding  of  no  significant  effect  under  CEQA  does  not  mean  no 
effect  for  planning  purposes.  The  Commission's  action  is  a 
technical  finding  under  CEQA  regarding  "substantial  adverse 
change  in  physical  conditions"  and  makes  no  statement  about 
whether  good  planning  practices  would  suggest  the  need  to 
impose  conditions  to  improve  traffic  circulation— especi al ly 
when  a case  involves  adding  an  automobile-related  business  to 
the  area,  as  this  one  did. 

*We  reviewed  other  cases  that  contain  what  we  term  "questionable" 
conditions  of  approval. 

**The  Budget  Analyst's  report  does  not  state  that  the  City  Planning 
Commission  acted  "beyond  its  authority."  Further,  the  Budget  Analyst's 
report  stated  that  the  condition  of  approval  was  questionable,  not  " 
"inappropriate . " 
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Moreover,  the  Department  questions  the  authority  of  the  Budget 
Analyst  to  consider  the  issue  of  appropriateness  of  conditions 
of  approval.  It  is  not  within  the  purview  of  the  Budget 
Analyst's  office  to  determine  planning  policy  for  the  City.* 

The  appropriateness  of  conditions  of  approval  imposed  by  the 
City  Planning  Commission  is  a policy  and  legal  issue,  not 
related  to  resources  and  administration. 

The  remainder  of  the  section--a  part  that  is  interestingly 
deemphasized — makes  a good  point.  The  Department  indeed  has 
had  difficulty  in  enforcing  all  conditions  imposed  on  every 
development.  The  report  suggests  that  the  Department,  through 
the  Board,  require  that  developers  submit  documentation  of 
compliance  with  conditions.  This  is  appropriate  and  is  already 
done  for  conditions  where  such  a submittal  rs  warranted.  For 
example,  developers  of  large  buildings  are  often  required  to 
study  a variety  of  energy  conservation  methods  and  report  to 
the  Department  as  to  which  will  be  included  in  the  building's 
mechanical  systems  and  why  others  will  not  be  included  (note 
that  this  condition  is  not  imposed  only  when  environmental 
review  finds  significant  energy  impacts  — in  fact,  it  is  good 
energy  planning  policy,  regardless  of  the  presence  or  absence 
of  CEQA  impacts).  Another  example  is  the  required  reporting  on 
progress  made  with  transportation  systems  management  conditions. 

There  are  conditions  which  are  more  appropriately  monitored 
other  ways.  Some  conditions  require  that  the  building  be 
designed  a certain  way  or  include  special  features  in  the 
design.  This  is  best  monitored  by  a careful  review  of  the 
building  plans  and  addenda  to  the  site  permit  as  they  are 
submitted.  The  Department  is  working  to  improve  our  monitoring 
system  through  computerized  tracking  where  appropriate. 
Coordination  of  permit  review  and  investigation  of  construction 
compliance  is  also  critical,  and  not  yet  at  an  acceptable  level. 

Tnus,  while  we  agree  with  the  recommendation  to  strengthen  the 
program  for  insuring  compliance  with  conditions,  it  may  not  be 
necessary  to  burden  the  Board  of  Supervisors  with  an  amendment 
to  Section  303  of  the  Planning  Code,  requiring  applicants  to 
submit  documentation  of  compliance  with  all  conditions. 

Finally,  the  section  concludes  with  the  statement  that 
implementing  the  recommendations  will  have  little  cost  and 
could  be  accomplished  with  existing  staff.  In  fact,  the  reason 
that  there  is  not  a better  means  of  tracking  conditions  now  is 
because  staff  is  not  available  to  work  on  this  problem  without 
reducing  permit  processing  activities. 

*The  Budget  Analyst’s  recommendations  relate  to  management, 
staffing,  and  administrative  issues  rather  than  planning  policies. 
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SECTION  3,4:  INSTITUTIONAL  MASTER  PUNS 


THE  BUDGET  ANALYST  IN  THIS  SECTION  INSISTS 
ON  AN  EXCESSIVELY  LITERAL  AND 
COUNTER-PRODUCTIVE  INTERPRETATION  OF  THE 
CODE.  REQUIRING  ALL  INSTITUTIONS  TO  SUBMIT 
BIENNIALLY  WOULD  MEAN  DOZENS  OF  PUNS  OF 
LITTLE  PUBLIC  VALUE  WOULD  BE  FILED.  IT 
WOULD  ALSO  MEAN  A LOSS  OF  VALUABLE  STAFF 
TIME.  THE  DEPARTMENT  IS  FULFILLING  THE 
INTENT  OF  THE  PUNNING  CODE  IN  THE  MOST 
REASONABLE  AND  EFFICIENT  WAY.  STAFF  COSTS 
TO  CARRY  OUT  THE  PROGRAM  AS  RECOMMENDED  BY 
THE  BUDGET  ANALYST  WOULD  EXCEED  ESTIMATED 
FEES.* 


The  Budget  Analyst  criticizes  the  Department  for  failing  to 
require  biennial  updates  of  institutional  master  plans.  In 
effect,  the  Budget  Analyst  would  insist  on  this  step  even 
though  these  updates  have  little  purpose,  other  than  perhaps 
generating  fees.  The  vast  majority  of  updates  would  do  nothing 
but  repeat  information  found  in  the  previous  Plan  or  update. 
Only  when  the  institution  is  actually  planning  to  expand, 
contract,  move  or  some  other  action  is  a Plan  or  an  update  of 
an  existing  plan  of  any  value  to  the  Department,  the  Commission 
ana  the  public. 

It  would  be  far  more  correct  for  the  Budget  Analyst,  had  a 
proper  evaluation  been  conducted  here,  to  urge  the  Department 
to  revise  the  code  in  a way  that  retained  the  intent  of  the 
provision,  but  adjusted  filing  requirements. 

The  Department  is  fulfilling  the  intent  of  the  Planning  Code  in 
the  most  reasonable  and  efficient  way.  The  statement  in  the 
conclusion  of  the  report  that  the  Department  is  "failing  to 
achieve  the  principal  purpose"  of  Institutional  Master  Plans  is 
an  excessively  literal  and  counter-productive  interpretation  of 
the  Planning  Code.  In  fact,  the  main  purpose  of  Institutional 
Master  Plans  is  to  inform  the  Commission  and  the  public  of 
short  and  long  range  plans  for  operational  and  physical  change 
to  the  buildings  and  grounds  of  the  institution  to  enable 
public  review  and  comment  on  proposed  programs  and  monitoring 
of  proposed  changes  for  conformity  to  these  plans.  If  no 
change  is  contemplated,  an  Institutional  Master  Plan  simply 
sits  on  the  shelf.  When  change  is  proposed,  the  first 
requirement  imposed  by  the  Department  is  to  request  a Plan  or 
an  update  to  an  existing  Plan. 


*The  Budget  Analyst  does  not  agree  that  costs  associated  with  reviewing 
plans  would  exceed  estimated  fees. 
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When  the  westbay  Health  Systems  Agency  was  disbanded  several 
years  ago,  a sifnificant  stated  purpose  of  Institutional  Master 
Plans  (IMP)  was  removed.  The  Code  explains  that  IMP'S  were  to 
be  reviewed  by  Westbay  Health  Systems  Agency  to  enable  that 
agency  to  report  to  the  Commission  on  the  need  for  proposed 
expansions  in  health  services  or  to  cite  the  potential 
redundancies  in  service.  Since  westbay  Health  Systems  Agency 
is  no  longer  in  existence,  this  portion  of  the  code  is  no 
longer  operative. 

It  is  our  recommendation  that  the  City  Planning  Commission  and 
the  Board  of  Supervisors,  as  time  permits,  consider  a City 
Planning  Code  modification  requiring  the  filing  of 
Institutional  Master  Plans  or  updates  only  when  a change  is 
contemplated  by  the  institution.  The  requirement  that  an  I MP 
or  update  be  reviewed  by  the  Commission  a minimum  of  six  months 
prior  to  acting  on  any  permit  implementing  the  IMP  would  be 
retained.  This  change  in  the  Code  would  eliminate  make-work 
and  still  serve  both  the  public  and  the  institutions. 

We  are  not  aware  of  any  approval  of  building  permits  by  the 
Department  for  significant  changes  in  space  or  occupancy  of 
institutions  without  first  requiring  presentation  and  review  of 
an  IMP  or  update.  The  statement  in  the  report,  to  the 
contrary,  has  no  basis  in  fact. 

The  Budget  Analyst's  cost/benefit  analysis  assumes  a benefit  of 
$15,000  per  year  in  revenues  without  recognizing  that  staff 
costs  would  exceed  the  revenues  generated.  The  presence  of  a 
fee  implies  that  the  Department  will  do  something  for  that 
fee.  If  staff  were  allocated  to  reviewing  Institutional  Master 
Plans  as  a high  priority  item,  it  would  reduce  staff  devoted  to 
permit  processing,  the  Department's  highest  priority. 
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SECTION  4:  PUBLIC  INFORMATION  ISSUES 


WE  SUPPORT  THE  BUDGET  ANALYST'S 
RECOMMENDATIONS  ON  PUBLIC  INFORMATION.  THE 
DEPARTMENT  BELIEVES  THE  BUDGET  ANALYST  DOES 
NOT  GO  FAR  ENOUGH.  A PUBLIC  INFORMATION 
OFFICE  SHOULD  BE  CREATED  WITHIN  THE 
DEPARTMENT.  ESTABLISHING  THIS  UNIT  WILL 
HAVE  TOP  PRIORITY  IN  1989.  AS  MENTIONED 
ELSEWHERE  IN  THIS  REPORT,  THE  CITY  PLANNING 
CODE  SHOULD  BE  RE-WRITTEN  TO  IMPROVE 
CLARITY  AND  PUBLIC  UNDERSTANDING. 


Efforts  are  underway  to  remedy  the  problems  noted  in  this 
section.  They  are  more  far-reaching  and  thorough  than  those 
recommended  by  the  Budget  Analyst.  The  Department  plans  to 
establish  a Public  Information  Section  which  would  be 
responsible  for  maintaining  the  Public  Information  Counter,  a 
records  management  center  and  the  Department's  resource 
materials.  This  section,  as  currently  conceived,  would  consist 
of  five  full-time  planners,  two  clerical  and  two  graphics  staff 
persons,  managed  by  a senior  level  planner,  who  would  be  a 
member  of  the  Department's  management  team.  The  plan  hinges  on 
the  restoration  of  the  12  positions  unfunded  in  this  year's 
budget. 

The  creation  of  this  section  as  a means  to  improve  information 
services  and  records  management  will  be  a top  priority  of  the 
Department  in  the  coming  year.  Other  information  related 
tasks,  such  as  updating  the  zoning  maps  and  block  books, 
clarifying  the  Planning  Code,  and  updating  other  City  records, 
will  also  be  given  high  priority  in  the  coming  year. 

Other  Department  Comments  and  Responses 

1.  Many  of  the  inquiries  received  at  the  Counter  involve 
permits.  This  requires  staff  to  check  the  computer  or 
Department  logs  and  to  physically  locate  the  permit  or 
the  staff  person  working  on  it.  Plans  are  underway  to 
transfer  and  consolidate  the  plan  checking  function 
and  permit  information  services  to  the  proposed  permit 
center  on  the  first  floor  of  the  450  McAllister  Street 
building.  The  move,  which  should  occur  in 
approximately  18  months,  will  give  persons  seeking 
permit  processing  better  access  to  information. 
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2.  The  absolute  volume  of  calls  and  number  of  people 
requesting  information  exceeds  the  Department's 
capacity.  The  telephone  system  continues  to  constrain 
the  Department's  ability  to  provide  timely  service. 
More  telephone  lines  and  staff  are  needed  to 
accommodate  the  volume  of  calls. 

3.  We  disagree  with  the  Budget  Analyst's  recommendation 
that  would  have  Assistant  Directors  serve  at  the 
Public  Information  Counter.  This  would  be  a poor  and 
inappropriate  use  of  management.  This  recommendation 
directly  conflicts  with  the  Analyst's  recommendations 
for  greater  management  effectiveness. 

4.  A major  means  of  improving  public  information  and 
understanding  of  procedures  is  to  clarify,  re-organize 
and  index  the  City  Planning  Code.  In  recent  years  the 
code  has  been  greatly  expanded  with  additions  inserted 
and  language  drafted  by  lawyers  and  planners.  It  is  a 
major  undertaking  to  re-write  the  code  for  this 
purpose.  But  we  are  convinced  such  a project  would 
have  a significant  payoff  in  public  understanding. 

The  Department  is  exploring  ways  to  finance  this 
project  without  resorting  to  city  resources. 
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SECTION  5.1:  ENVIRONMENTAL  REVIEW  FEES 


THE  DEPARTMENT  BELIEVES  THE  BUDGET  ANALYST 
HAS  PRESENTED  REASONABLY  ACCURATE 
INFORMATION  AND  SEVERAL  USEFUL 
RECOMMENDATIONS  REGARDING  FEE  COLLECTION. 
WE  HAVE  SOME  TECHNICAL  DISAGREEMENTS.* 


The  Department  is  not  sure  it  is  cost  effective  to  collect  a 
$50  fee  for  categorical  exemptions  requested  by  letter.  We  are 
especially  unsure  in  cases  where  findings  indicate  the  project 
does  not  qualify  for  an  exemption  from  CEQA.  In  those  cases 
the  Department  would  be  required  to  process  a refund  request 
(time  consuming  and  involving  some  cost)  or  track  money 
received  and  apply  it  to  the  larger  fee  required  by  a detailed 
environmental  review. 

The  Department  wants  to  maintain  the  streamlined  character  of 
these  letter  exemptions.  That  means  avoiding  the  assignment  of 
case  numbers  and  a new  tracking  system  for  partially  pre-paid 
fees.  Nevertheless,  we  will  examine  the  benefit  of  the  Budget 
Analyst's  recommendation. 

Regarding  fees  to  be  paid  by  other  City  departments  for 
environmental  review,  the  Department  believes  it  would  be 
unfair,  as  suggested  by  the  Budget  Analyst,  to  require  the 
receipt  of  payment  voucher  before  beginning  work.  A private 
developer  can  write  a check  and  submit  it  with  the  application; 
a City  department  must  operate  within  a process  where  securing 
funds  can  be  an  enduring  experience.  We  propose  to  begin  work 
in  these  instances  when  a copy  of  the  form  requesting  a payment 
voucher  is  received.  The  existing  Master  List  can  be  modified 
to  show  payment  has  not  been  received.  In  addition,  a means 
can  be  established  to  notify  the  Department  when  a check  has 
been  received  from  the  Controller. 


*These  minor  technical  points  raised 
negate  the  validy  of  the  Budget  Analyst's 


by  the  Department  do  not 
recommendations . 
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SECTION  5.2:  OFFICE  OF  ENVIRONMENTAL  REVIEW  CASELOAD 


THE  BUDGET  ANALYST'S  SUMMARY  PARAGRAPH  DOES 
NOT  AGREE  WITH  THE  EXPLANATION  AND 
CONCLUSIONS  THAT  FOLLOW.*  WE  DISAGREE  THAT 
ENVIRONMENTAL  STAFF  SHOULD  ASSUME  STAFF 
RESPONSIBILITY  FOR  MAKING  DEPARTMENTAL 
RECOMMENDATIONS.  THE  PUBLIC  EXPECTS  AN 
OBJECTIVE  ENVIRONMENTAL  REVIEW,  FREE  FROM 
OTHER  PLANNING  POLICY  CONSIDERATIONS. 


We  strongly  disagree  with  the  recommendation  that  staff  in  the 
Office  of  Environmental  Review  should  take  on  the  task  of  project 
managers.  It  remains  important  in  permit  processing  for 
environmental  evaluation  to  be  perceived  by  the  public  as  a 
neutral,  non-partisan  procedure.  Several  times  each  year,  the 
Department  is  challenged  about  the  neutrality  of  environmental 
review  documents.  If  environmental  staff  assumed  the 
responsibi 11 ities  in  case  work  to  advocate  the  Department's 
planning  position,  challenges  would  surely  increase.  This  would 
reduce  rather  than  increase  efficiency  in  the  Department's 
processes. 

This  does  not  mean  we  disagree  with  the  Budget  Analyst's 
conclusion  that  certain  inefficiencies  in  environmental  review 
should  be  eliminated.  It  is  correct  to  say  that  the  staff 
project  manager  must  prepare,  after  environmental  review  is 
complete,  what  amounts  to  a second  project  description  for  the 
Commission  case  report.  It  is  not  correct  to  say  that  an 
applicant  must  wait  until  environmental  review  is  complete  in 
order  to  apply  for  planning  review.  The  Department  urges  project 
sponsors  to  apply  simultaneously  to  enable  coordination  among 
staff  involved  in  all  aspects  of  the  case.  When  coordination 
occurs,  duplications  are  avoided  and  two  project  descriptions  are 
not  written  for  the  same  case.  Steps  have  been  taken  to  ensure 
that,  in  cases  involving  a negative  declaration  or  an  EIR,  the 
project  description  and  other  relevant  information  in  the 
environmental  document  is  used  in  the  case  report.  This  kind  of 
streamlining  does  not  remove  the  neutrality  essential  in 
environmental  processing. 

Some  Other  Disagreements: 

1.  The  report  places  a great  emphasis  on  relatively  minor 
inadequacies  in  the  OER  case  logging  system.  It  was 
made  clear  to  the  Budget  Analyst  many  months  ago  that 
the  OER  Log  would  soon  be  obsolete  and  a new  Department 
Master  Project  List  established  in  the  WANG  database 
management  system.  The  report  makes  no  mention  of  this** 


*The  Department  cannot  substantiate  this  claim. 

**A  full  description  of  the  Department's  efforts  in  this  area  were 
in  fact  included  in  the  second  paragraph  on  page  78  of  the  Budget  Analyst's 
reP°rt . (26) 
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2.  The  Budget  Analyst  recommends  disapproving  a project 
when  information  requested  by  staff  has  not  arrived  in 
time  to  meet  the  Department's  deadlines  for 
environmental  review,  we  do  not  believe  it  is  a fair 
way  to  solve  delays.  The  project  sponsor  is  not  always 
at  fault  when  a consultant  expert  is  unable  to  produce  a 
necessary  report  in  a timely  fashion.  Disapproval  can 
unfairly  penalize  applicants,  because  the  Planning  Code 
prohibits  reapplication  for  one  year  after  the 
disapproval  action. 

We  plan  to  revise  Chapter  31  of  the  Administrative  Code,  and  we 
will  petition  the  State  to  add  to  the  list  of  projects  that  are 
exempt  from  CEQA  review.  We  expect  that  the  new  Master  Project 
List  system  will  provide  the  recommended  case  schedule  tracking 
system. 
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SECTION  6.1:  ADMINISTRATIVE  SECRETARY,  CITY  PLANNING  COMMISSION 


THE  BUDGET  ANALYST  RECOMMENDS  THAT  THE 
COMMISSION  SECRETARY  ASSUh€  MANAGEMENT 
RESPONSIBILITIES  FOR  THE  DEPARTMENT'S 
PAYROLL,  PERSONNEL  AND  OTHER  ADMINISTRATIVE 
SERVICE  FUNCTIONS.  IT  IS  A BAD  IDEA  AND  IS 
REJECTED  BY  BOTH  THE  DEPARTMENT  AND 
COMMISSION  PRESIDENT. 


This  is  a puzzling  recommendation.  It  is  based  apparently  on  a 
20  year  old  admittedly  obsolete  Civil  Service  job  description 
that  has  since  been  superseded  by  the  Commission's  own 
statement  of  duties  for  this  position  prepared  when  the  current 
secretary  was  employed. 

Apparently,  the  Budget  Analyst  believes  that,  since  the 
Secretary  to  the  Commission  performed  these  administrative 
duties  more  than  a decade  ago,  the  Secretary  can  perform  them 
today.  The  recommendation  is  not  based  on  an  evaluation  of  the 
Secretary's  current  duties,  performance  or  time  commitments, 
nor  is  any  evidence  offered  as  to  what  would  be  gained  by 
shifting  supervision  of  the  recently  reduced  administrative 
staff  from  the  Deputy  Director. 

The  fact  that  the  Secretary's  responsibilities  have  grown  in 
complexity  and  demands  over  the  last  decade  seems  to  have  been 
overlooked  in  the  Budget  Analyst's  assessment.*  In  many  ways 
the  recommendation  illustrates  the  problem  with  the  methodology 
used  for  the  audit.  It  does  not  measure  the  performance 
(duties  vs  production)  of  staff;  it  does  not  evaluate  or 
recognize  the  growth  in  Departmental  workload  on  individual 
staff  members;  there  is  no  apparent  understanding  of  the 
demanding  nature  of  the  planning  process.  More  specifically, 
in  this  section  of  the  report,  the  Budget  Analyst  did  no 
evaluation  of  the  administrative  workload  of  the  Department  and 
the  staffing  required  to  handle  it. 

The  Budget  Analyst  has  included  in  his  report  a four  page 
letter  from  the  Commission  Secretary,  which  he  requested.  In 
it  the  secretary  evaluates  her  ability  to  assume  new 
administrative  duties,  as  suggested  by  the  Analyst.  She  was 
expressly  asked  not  to  discuss  the  letter  with  the  Deputy 
Director,  the  manager  currently  performing  these  duties.** 


*The  Budget  Analyst’s  recommendation  is  to  assign  duties  to  the 
Administrative  Secretary  that  are  more  consistent  with  the  existing 
job  description. 

**The  Budget  Analyst  never  made  such  a request. 
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The  letter,  presumed  confidential,  has  become  a part  of  the 
Budget  Analyst's  report*  One  word  from  the  letter  is 
highlighted  apparently  as  a means  to  draw  special  attention 
from  Board  members.  The  Commission  Secretary  inadvertently 
used  the  word  "interference"  to  describe  added  workload  caused 
by  Board  inquiries  and  requests. 

The  indiscretion  was  noted,  and  it  was  explained  to  the  Budget 
Analyst  staff  that  her  intent  was  to  acknowledge  that  Board 
requests  have  an  effect  on  her  workload,  not  to  suggest  in  any 
way  that  Board  requests  are  inappropriate  or  cause 
interference.  Despite  this  genuine  explanation  about  the 
Commission  Secretary — a person  accepted  by  both  members  of  the 
Department  and  Commission  as  hardworking  with  extraordinary 
integrity  and  skill— the  Budget  Analyst  persists-in 
highlighting  the  acknowledged  mistake.  The  Department  believes 
this  is  unfair  treatment  of  a splendid  public  servant. 


*The  Administrative  Secretary  did  not  give  any  indication  to 
the  Budget  Analyst  that  this  unsolicited  letter  was  to  be  a confidential 
document . 
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SECTION  6.2:  OOB  CLASSIFICATION  & PERFORMANCE  - DEPUTY  DIRECTOR 


THE  BUDGET  ANALYST  MISTAKENLY  CHARACTERIZES 
THE  FUNCTIONS  CURRENTLY  PERFORMED  BY  THE 
DEPUTY  DIRECTOR.*  THE  ANALYST  FAILS  TO  NOTE 
THAT  BY  CREATING  THE  DEPUTY  DIRECTOR 
POSITION  IT  WAS  INTENDED  THAT 
ADMINISTRATIVE  FUNCTIONS  BE  TRANSFERRED 
FROM  THE  ADMINISTRATIVE  SECRETARY  TO  THE 
DEPUTY  DIRECTOR. 

HOWEVER,  THE  DEPARTMENT  AGREES  THAT  BY 
ASSIGNING  TO  OTHERS  (BUT  NOT  TO  THE 
COMMISSION  SECRETARY  AS  RECOMMENDED)  SOME 
OF  THE  ADMINISTRATIVE  DUTIES  NOW  PERFORMED 
BY  THE  DEPUTY  DIRECTOR,  HE  CAN  CONCENTRATE 
ON  MANAGEMENT  CONTROL.  SECTION  7.3 
CONTAINS  USEFUL  RECOMMENDATIONS  REGARDING 
MANAGEMENT  CONTROL  WHICH  HEREAFTER  THE 
DEPUTY  WILL  CARRY  OUT  ON  A PRIORITY  BASIS. 


The  Budget  Analyst  ascribes  the  duties  included  in  the  Deputy's 
Civil  Service  job  description  to  those  of  the  Department's 
Commission  Secretary,  but  fails  to  note  that  the  Deputy 
position  was  created  subsequent  to  the  secretary's  position 
with  a reconfiguration  of  administrative  functions,  and 
further,  that  the  Commission  Secretary  Civil  Service  duty 
description  was  rendered  obsolete  with  this  realignment. 

A good  part  of  the  confusion  the  Budget  Analyst  apparently  has 
with  the  Deputy  Director  and  Commission  Secretary  positions  is 
based  on  his  determination  to  use  Civil  Service  job 
descriptions  rather  than  an  actual  analysis  of  what  these 
people  do.  The  Analyst  ignores  the  nature  and  purpose  of  the 
Civil  Service  job  descriptions.  The  examples  of  duties  are  not 
all  inclusive  nor  are  they  all  mandatory.  They  are  examples  of 
expected  duties  and  provide  guidance  in  assignments. 

The  Budget  Analyst  understates  the  various  administrative  tasks 
carried  out  by  and  under  the  direction  of  the  Deputy  Director. 
There  is  no  evaluation  of  these  work  items  and  the  policy 
aspects  associated  with  their  administration.  The  Analyst 
implies  there  is  under  performance  whereas  virtually  all  duties 
listed  as  examples  are  in  fact  being  carried  out,  as  well  as 
other  duties  as  assigned  by  the  Director. 


*The  Budget  Analyst* s recommendation  to  assign  management  control 
responsibilities  to  the  Deputy  Director  is  consistent  with  the  Budget 
Analyst’s  separate  recommendation  to  reassign  various  administrative 
duties  from  the  Deputy  Director  to  the  Administrative  Secretary  position. 
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Apart  from  the  Budget  Analyst's  perplexing  description  of  the 
current  situation,  the  Deputy  Director's  future  role  will  be 
redefined. 

Starting  January  first,  the  Deputy  Director  will  be  assigned 
full  responsibility  for  ensuring  performance  of  all  Department 
activities.  The  computerized  management  control  system 
described  in  Section  7.3  will  enable  the  Deputy  to  track  the 
progress  of  all  permit  applications  through  the  Department's 
process.  The  Deputy  Director  will  work  through  the  two 
Assistant  Directors,  but  the  Deputy  will  retain  full  management 
control  for  the  Department's  performance  and  will  decide,  in 
consultation  with  the  Director,  the  administrative  changes 
necessary  to  achieve  maximum  production  levels. 
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SECTION  6.3:  PROCEDURES  MANUAL  AND  PERSONNEL  HANDBOOK 


THE  BUDGET  ANALYST  CORRECTLY  NOTES  THAT  THE 
PROCEDURES  MANUAL  AND  PERSONNEL  HANDBOOK 
SHOULD  BE  UPDATED;  WORK  WAS  INITIATED 
SEVERAL  MONTHS  AGO  TO  COMPLETE  THIS  TASK. 


The  Budget  Analyst  was  advised  that  work  had  begun  several 
months  ago  to  update  the  Procedures  Manual  and  Personnel 
Handbook.  It  is  not  correct  to  say,  as  the  Budget  Analyst 
does,  that  work  was  "recently  initiated." 

The  Department  has  always  recognized  that  the  Handbooks  needed 
to  be  updated  and  we  so  advised  the  analyst  of  the  need.  The 
redrafting  for  the  Procedures  Manual  commenced  in  April  1988 
and  a first  draft  for  review  published  this  August.  The 
Personnel  Handbook  redraft  began  in  July  1987  with  a first 
review  draft  issued  on  January  1988  and  a second  draft  issued 
in  July  1988. 

Until  the  Personnel  Handbook  is  updated,  new  and  updated 
policies  are  issued  in  memorandum  form  to  staff  and  are  made 
available  as  a package  to  all  new  hires.  In  addition,  the 
City's  Employee  Handbook  is  available  and  an  incoming  briefing 
was  given  each  new  hire  until  the  Personnel  Officer  was 
transferred  to  assist  the  variance  application  processing. 

These  projects  are  important  to  the  Department.  However,  as 
stated  to  the  Budget  Analyst,  because  staff  shortages  exist, 
the  Department's  management  has  given  other  work,  including 
permit  processing,  a much  higher  priority.  It  may  be  necessary 
to  delay  these  projects  until  permit  processing  backlogs  are 
significantly  reduced. 
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SECTION  6.4:  THE  DEPARTMENT  LIBRARY 


THE  DEPARTMENT  AGREES  THAT,  IF  BUDGET  AND 
SPACE  WERE  NOT  A CONSTRAINT,  IT  WOULD  BE 
IDEAL  TO  RE-ESTABLISH  THE  LIBRARY.  FOR  NOW 
COST  OF  A LIBRARY  CANNOT  BE  JUSTIFIED. 

ONLY  LIMITED  STEPS  CAN  BE  TAKEN  TO  ENSURE 
STAFF  ACCESS  TO  RESEARCH  MATERIALS. 


Through  the  years,  the  Department  has  attempted  to  maintain  a 
library  to  provide  staff  members  ready  access  to  planning 
publications  from  various  sources. 

In  the  mid-1970's,  it  was  estimated  that  the  library  probably 
contained  "several  thousand"  documents.  Because  the 
classification  system  grouped  documents  by  subject  categories 
rather  than  individually,  it  was  not  possible  to  determine  the 
actual  number  of  items  in  the  library.  In  addition  to  these 
documents,  the  library  also  contained  architectural  and 
planning  periodicals. 

The  level  of  use  for  documents  contained  in  the  library  was 
rather  minimum.  Because  many  documents  were  dated,  their 
application  to  current  planning  issues  were  not  especially 
relevant.  The  Department  did  not  have  the  staff  or  financial 
capability  to  maintain  an  up-to-date  research  library  on  all 
planning  subjects.  The  decision  was  reached,  with  the  pending 
move  to  450  McAllister  Street  (only  limited  space  was  available 
for  the  library),  that  the  library  should  focus  specifically  on 
San  Francisco  documents. 

Should  staff  members  need  access  to  research  materials  from 
other  jurisdictions,  the  library  facilities  at  the  University 
of  California  were  readily  available.  Therefore,  considering 
the  level  of  use,  the  cost  of  maintaining  the  library  and  the 
accessibility  of  the  University  library,  the  Department  could 
not  justify  a full  planning  research  library.  Because  the 
library  did  retain  the  San  Francisco  materials,  continuity  with 
the  past  was  not  lost. 

The  documents  deleted  from  the  library  were  given  to  the  Public 
Library  or  to  local  universities  to  supplement  their  planning 
collections.  These  documents,  unless  they  were  duplicates, 
were  in  non-San  Francisco  subject  areas. 
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Although  not  examined  in  the  Report,  several  sections  within 
the  Department  have  developed  separate  collections  of  planning 
documents.  These  collections  supplement  the  Department's 
library. 

The  architectural  and  planning  periodicals  remain  an  interest 
to  staff  members.  It  was  unfortunate  that  budgetary 
limitations  forced  the  Department  to  discontinue  these 
memberships  and  subscriptions.  A statement  of  support  from  the 
Budget  Analyst  at  budget  time  to  re-subscribe  to  architectural 
and  planning  periodicals  would  be  helpful. 

The  Report  recommends  that  the  Department  re-establish  its 
library  and  place  it  under  the  supervision  of  a proposed 
Information  Office.  We  believe  the  cost-to  properly  maintain  a 
full  planning  research  library  cannot  be  justified  in  view  of 
other  Departmental  needs. 

At  present,  Departmental  publications  are  secure  and 
available.  Also,  copies  of  all  Departmental  publications  are 
sent  to  the  Public  Library  to  ensure  that  these  documents 
remain  available  to  the  public  and  for  future  reference. 
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SECTION  7.1:  MANAGEMENT  EFFECTIVENESS 


MANAGEMENT  RECOGNIZES  THAT  THERE  IS  ALWAYS 
ROOM  FOR  IMPROVEMENT.  THE  DIRECTOR  HAS 
ALREADY  TAKEN  SEVERAL  ACTIONS  TO  IMPROVE 
MANAGEMENT  PRACTICES  AND  TO  FOSTER  BETTER 
COMMUNICATION  WITHIN  THE  DEPARTMENT. 


Several  formal  practices  have  been  initiated  to  provide  better 
decision-making,  to  insure  broader  contact  with  staff  at  all 
levels.  Other  steps  have  been  taken  to  foster  better 
communication  with  management  and  improve  morale  among  staff  in 
general.  These  practices  include: 

1.  Weekly  management  meetings  - Every  Monday  at  noon  for 
two  hours,  the  Director,  Deputy  Director,  two 
Assistant  Directors,  five  senior  managers.  Secretary 
to  the  Planning  Commission  and  Capital  Programs 
Manager  meet  to  discuss  policy,  administration, 
personnel  and  management  issues.  The  purpose  of  the 
meeting  is  to  coordinate  activities  for  the  week,  to 
check  progress  on  assignments  and  make  necessary 
decisions.  The  outcome,  policy  and  direction  given  at 
this  meeting  is  then  passed  on  to  staff  through  weekly 
division  and  section  meetings  conducted  by  respective 
management  staff. 

2.  Project  Policy  Meetings  - Recently  every  Tuesday 
morning  has  been  set  aside  for  individual  staff  to 
schedule  review  with  senior  staff,  including  the 
Director,  of  those  projects  and  cases  that  require 
specific  attention.  Staff  is  asked  to  outline  related 
issues  and  to  make  recommendations.  The  purpose  of 
these  meetings  is  to  give  staff  direct  access  to  the 
Director,  to  describe  unique  circumstances  or 
problems,  to  provide  an  opportunity  to  make  a case  for 
a particular  course  of  action  and  to  receive  guidance 
and  policy  direction. 

3.  Small  Group  Sessions  With  Staff  - During  the  past 
several  months,  the  Director  has  conducted  small, 
informal  seminar  type  sessions  with  the  entire  staff 
of  the  Department.  The  purpose  of  these  sessions  is  to 
enable  all  staff,  including  clerical,  to  exchange 
information,  generate  new  ideas  for  better 
performance,  discuss  working  conditions  or  to  air 
complaints.  We  believe  these  sessions  have  prompted 
some  good  ideas,  fostered  better  communication  and 
served  to  improve  morale. 
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SECTION  7.2:  REORGANIZING  THE  DEPARTMENT 


WE  DISAGREE  THAT  A FUNDAMENTAL 
REORGANIZATION  OF  DEPARTMENT  FUNCTIONS  ON 
THE  BASIS  OF  GEOGRAPHY  RATHER  THAN  ON  THE 
BASIS  OF  SPECIALTY  WILL  INCREASE  OVERALL 
PRODUCTIVITY.  PLANNING  ACTIVITIES  ARE  MORE 
SPECIALIZED  THAN  THE  BUDGET  ANALYST 
ACKNOWLEDGES.  ACHIEVING  SUCH  A 
REORGANIZATION  WILL  REQUIRE  MORE  STAFF  AND 
SUBSTANTIAL  RETRAINING  AND  WILL  REDUCE 
EFFICIENCY,  AT  LEAST  IN  THE  SHORT  RUN. 

HOWEVER,  IT  WOULD  BE  USEFUL  TO  BROADEN  THE 
RANGE  OF  ACTIVITIES  PERFORMED  BY  INDIVIDUAL 
PLANNERS.  THIS  WILL  BE  ATTEMPTED  OVER 
TIME.  THE  DEPARTMENT  WILL  CONTINUE  TO 
CARRY  OUT  NEIGHBORHOOD  PLANNING  ACTIVITIES 
AS  IT  HAS  IN  THE  PAST  OR,  IF  MORE  STAFF 
BECOMES  AVAILABLE,  ON  A MORE  INTENSIVE 
BASIS.  THE  DEPARTMENT  DOES  NOT  AGREE  THAT 
REORGANIZING  THE  ENTIRE  STAFF  AROUND 
NEIGHBORHOODS  OR  DISTRICTS,  RETAINING  JUST 
A CORE  OF  SPECIALISTS,  WOULD  BE  APPROPRIATE 


Implementation  of  the  Planning  Code  and  preparation  of 
environmental  documents  is  highly  complex.  The  decisions  and 
work  of  staff  have  significant  legal  implications.  The  current 
organizational  structure  is  not  a function  of  optimal  public 
service  and  employee  satisfaction,  but  rather  a response  to  the 
need  to  optimize  effectiveness  and  efficiency.  It  is  only 
through  an  intense  level  of  specialization  that  a high  level  of 
efficiency  is  maintained  within  the  Implementation  Division. 

Having  planners  do  several  implementation  functions,  rather 
than  specializing,  assumes  every  staff  member  is  competent  in 
every  activity.  It  would  in  fact  render  the  process  highly 
prone  to  error  and  delay.  In  addition  to  requiring  greater  and 
more  detailed  supervision,  such  a system  is  more  prone  to 
appeals,  litigation  and  other  corrective  actions  that  would 
require  substantially  more  effort  than  performing  the  job  right 
in  the  first  place.  Distributing  disparate  work  among  many 
staff  also  weakens  management  control  with  respect  to 
monitoring  performance,  insuring  consistency,  quality  control, 
and  balancing  work  load  among  various  neighborhood  planning 
units. 
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It  may  be  that  more  responsive  service  could  be  provided  to 
individual  districts  through  a district  organization.  However, 
a meaningful  and  effective  neighborhood  based  organization 
structure  could  not  be  achieved  without  substantially 
increasing  staff  and  without  a protracted  period  for  training. 
Given  the  Department's  current  workload,  such  a reorganization 
would  be  counterproductive  and  would  exacerbate  the  current 
backlogs  in  permit  processing. 
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SECTION  7.3:  MANAGEMENT  CONTROL 


THE  BUDGET  ANALYST  FAILS  TO  ACKNOWLEDGE 
MANAGEMENT  CONTROLS  ALREADY  ESTABLISHED  BY 
THE  DEPARTMENT,  INCLUDING  WORK  PROGRAM,  MBO 
SYSTEM,  WEEKLY  STAFF  ACTIVITY'  REPORTS,  CASE 
INVENTORIES  AND  SUPERVISION  MEETINGS  WITH 
STAFF  UNITS.*  WE  AGREE,  HOWEVER,  THAT 
MANAGEMENT  CONTROL  SYSTEMS  CAN  BE 
IMPROVED.  STEPS  HAVE  ALREADY  BEEN  TAKEN. 


In  order  to  establish  a basis  for  evaluating  performance,  the 
Department  has  recently  completed  a computerized  time 
accounting  system.  Staff  with  management  responsibilities  will 
now  have  a more  effective  tool  for  tracking  the  time  spent  on 
individual  projects  during  the  entire  course  of  project 
review.  The  computerized  system  will  provide  information  on 
time  spent  by  various  staff  on  all  aspects  of  a given  project. 
Over  time,  an  overall  record  will  be  documented  for  all 
categories  of  projects.  The  information  will  serve  as  a basis 
for  evaluating  current  progress  and  projecting  future 
workload.  For  the  past  six  months  staff  has  been  completing 
weekly  time  sheets  in  order  to  produce  the  performance  data 
necessary  for  the  new  system. 

During  the  past  months,  a major  project  was  completed  to 
computerize  the  Master  Project  List  which  tracks  all  active 
cases  filed  with  the  Department.  This  new  computerized  format 
allows  for  more  effective  and  efficient  tracking  of  cases,  with 
information  on  staff  assignments,  scheduling,  managing 
workload,  evaluating  performance  and  monitoring  key  action 
dates  related  to  project  review.  All  current  data  have  been 
entered. 

The  Plans  and  Programs  Division  couples  with  the  weekly  time 
sheet  a description  of  work  accomplished  during  the  past  week 
and  work  to  be  undertaken  the  next  week.  The  report  is  used  by 
management  to  assess  staff  performance  and  establish  priorities. 

As  it  has  in  the  past,  the  Department  will  utilize  the  “Work 
Program  and  Budget”  process  to  help  establish  objectives  and 
priorities  for  the  coming  fiscal  year.  The  Planning  Commission 
will  be  instrumental  in  this  process.  The  Commission  has 
scheduled  in  December  and  January  a series  of  workshops  on  the 
work  program  and  budget.  The  Department  will  continue  to  rely 
on  the  work  program  process  to  establish  objectives  and 


*The  Budget  Analyst  has  reviewed  existing  management  controls 
within  the  Department  and  has  considered  these  existing  management 
controls  in  the  formulation  of  these  recommendations. 
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priorities,  but  will  use  the  computerized  tracking  system  to 
establish  better  standards  for  staff  performance  and  for 
targeting  projects  that  fall  behind  schedule.  The  budget 
Analyst  offers  an  interesting  format  for  monitoring  project 
performance.  The  Deputy  Director  will  adopt  the  format  or 
another  format  better  suited  to  our  needs  and  couple  it  with 
the  computerized  information  described  above. 
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SECTION  7.4:  WORKING  HOURS  AND  TIMEKEEPING 


THE  INFORMATION  IN  THIS  SECTION  OF  THE 
BUDGET  ANALYST'S  REPORT  IS  DESIGNED  TO 
MISREPRESENT  THE  STAFF'S  ATTENDANCE  RECORD 
AND,  IN  GENERAL,  THE  STAFF  COMMITMENT  TO 
LONG  WORKING  HOURS  REQUIRED  OF  PROFESSIONAL 
PLANNING  CAREERS. * 

WE  REJECT  THE  RECOMMENDATION  THAT  A RIGID  8 
TO  5 WORKING  DAY  WILL  IMPROVE 
PRODUCTIVITY.  TO  INVOKE  SUCH  A SYSTEM 
WOULD  MEAN  THAT  THE  DEPARTMENT  EXPECTS 
STAFF  TO  WORK  A STRICT  40  WEEK.  WE  EXPECT 
MORE.** 


The  Budget  Analyst's  chart  on  working  hours  for  a selected  day 

is  simply  wrong.  It  is  a statistical  misrepresentation  on  how 

many  staff  were  at  work  by  9 a.m.  or  shortly  after  because: 

1.  His  figures  include  staff  that  are  not  available  to 

work:  e.i.  staff  sick  or  on  disability  leave, 

vacation  or  comp  time.  (His  chart  even  includes  two 

people  no  longer  with  the  Department). 

2.  His  chart  does  not  account  for  two  people  with 
legitimate  doctor's  appointments. 

3.  His  chart  does  not  show  that  some  staff  arrived,  say, 
at  9:05  a.m.  rather  than  the  more  fastidious  9 a.m. 
required  of  accountants. 

4.  His  chart  does  not  reflect  staff  that  had  a legitimate 
reason  to  be  late  because  of  late  night  public 
meetings. 

5.  His  chart  does  not  show  how  long  staff  remained  at  the 
end  of  the  day. 

*The  Budget  Analyst's  report  accurately  represents  existing  time 
and  attendance  practices  of  the  Department  of  City  Planning,  which  need 
improvement  to  assure  adherence  to  requirements  of  the  City's  Charter, 
the  City's  Administrative  Code,  and  the  existing  policies  of  the  Department 
of  City  Planning. 

**We  are  not  suggesting  by  this  recommendation  that  staff  should  not 
exceed  these  minimum  standards,  as  inferred  by  the  Director  of  Planning. 


(40) 


-229- 


' 


Using  the  Budget  Analyst's  format  and  accurate  information  the  chart  should  show  the 
f o 1 lowing: 


Selected  Day  Attendance  Record 


Department  Implementation  Plans  and  Programs 


Time 

Management 

Division 

Division 

Total 

Staff 
Avai lable 

11 

48 

19(b) 

78 

8:00  AM 
8:30  AM 
9:00  AM 
9:15  AMU) 
9:30  AM 
10:00  Am 

8 (73%) 

9 (82%) 

9 (82%) 

11  ( 100%) (a) 
11  (100%) 

11  (100%) 

13  (27%) 

23  (48%) 

33  (69%) 

41  (85%) ( a ) 
46  (96%) 

48  (100%) 

3 (16%) 

7 (37%) 

9 (47%) 

13  (68%) (a> 

15  ( 79*)  , w 1 

19  (100%)(c)(e) 

24  (31%) 

39  (50%) 

51  (65%) 

65  (83%) ( a) 

72  (93%)  1 m\  / % 
77  (99%)(d)(e) 

End  of  day 

11  (100%) 

48  (100%) 

21  (100%)  ♦ 

80  (100%) 

a)  Inserted  to  evaluate  number  of  staff  within  5-10-15  minutes  of  core  hour 
start  time. 

b)  19  staff  available  from  8:00  A.M.  to  10:00  A.M.  if  two  staff  on  sick  pay  for 
A.M.  doctor's  appointment  not  included. 

c)  100%  if  19  considered  as  staff  available,  90%  if  21  considered  as  staff 
available,  which  includes  2 staff  with  doctor's  appointment. 

d)  99%  if  78  considered  as  staff  available 

e)  Two  staff  arrived  at  10:00  A.M.  but  were -required  to  attend  eveaing  meetings 
and  actually  worked  10  hours  and  9.5  hours  respectively. 


The  chart  above  shows  that  in  fact  83%  of  the  staff  was  present  by  9:15  a.m.  The  remaining 
17%  arrived  later  for  different  but  legitimate  reasons. 


% 
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The  Budget  Analyst  does  not  acknowledge  that  many  staff  are  in 
the  office  well  beyond  regular  work  hours.  He  obliquely 
acknowledges  this  through  his  notation  of  the  overtime  and  comp 
time  necessary  to  carry  out  the  Department's  heavy  workload. 

He  fails  to  note  that  what  the  Department  accomplishes  with 
limited  staff  and  resources  remain  possible  only  because  of  the 
sincere,  professional  dedication  of  the  staff  to  stay  as  long 
as  it  takes  to  get  the  job  done. 

The  zeal  of  the  staff  would  be  inhibited  with  a rigid  8 to  5 
schedule,  as  recommended.  Needless  to  say  the  many  planning 
initiatives  completed  over  the  past  8 to  9 years  would  not  have 
occurred  had  staff  enthusiasm  been  constrained  by  some  strict 
adherence  to  an  8 to  5 schedule  rather  than  a flextime  common 
to  professional  offices  everywhere. 

The  analyst  asserts  that  there  is  "laxity  in  the  supervision  of 
working  hours  that  has  resulted  in  a less  than  fair 
distribution  of  time-on-the-job...",  but  in  fact  everyone  is 
putting  in  8 hours  per  day  and  more,  and  staff  is  supervised  to 
assure  that  deadlines  are  met  and  that  evening  meetings  are 
attended.  Although  the  workload  and  product  output  of  tfre 
Department  is  extremely  high  (for  example  permit  reviews  have 
almost  doubled  from  FY  82-83  to  FY  87-88  and  discretionary 
review  cases  filed  have  increased  almost  400  percent)  the 
analyst  asserts  that  "the  management  of  productive  hours  needs 
to  be  brought  under  better  control"  through  institution  of 
rigid  8 to  5 work  hours. 

The  analyst  does  not  distinguish  overtime  hours  from  flextime 
hours.  The  overwhelming  amount  of  "overtime"  hours  are  not 
hours  earned  at  1 and  1/2  times,  but  are  merely  straight  time 
hours.  The  analyst  implies  that  management  does  not  control 
the  accumulation  and  use  of  "overtime"  by  the  staff.  In  fact, 
senior  managers  approve  all  accumulation  of  "overtime"  on  a 
bi-weekly  basis  and  requests  for  use  of  that  time  are  approved 
by  the  manager  and  the  Assistant  Director. 
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SECTION  7.5:  JOB  PERFORMANCE  EVALUATIONS 


THE  DEPARTMENT  ACKNOWLEDGES  THE  BUDGET 
ANALYST'S  CONCLUSION  THAT  ALL  STAFF  DO  NOT 
RECEIVE  A TIMELY  ANNUAL  PERFORMANCE 
EVALUATION. 


The  Department  will  take  steps  to  ensure  more  use  of  the  annual 
evaluation  process  promoted  by  Civil  Service.  There  is  merit 
in  the  formal  annual  evaluation  system,  but  it  is  not 
necessarily  the  single  best  means  of  providing  staff  with 
guidance,  feedback,  critique,  compliments,  or  enhance 
performance  or  professional  development.  In  particular,  the 
Civil  Service  evaluation  form  is  not  well  suited  to  the 
evaluation  of  professional  planning  staff.  We  might  add, 
however,  newly  hired  staff  or  promotive  staff,  serving  a 
probationary  period,  are  without  question  given  written 
performance  ratings. 

The  Department  is  equally  concerned  about  the  staff's 
opportunity  for  continuing  education.  Short  of  a larger  budget 
for  staff  to  attend  course  work  for  specialized  training,  the 
Department  will  place  more  effort  in  future  months  to  invite 
experts  to  speak  to  staff  and  shift  staff  members  to  other  jobs 
within  the  Department  for  more  cross-training. 

It  should  also  be  noted  that  experience  with  the  San  Francisco 
City  Planning  Department  is  highly  regarded  by  other  employers 
in  the  field.  In  recent  years,  staff  members  here  have  been 
appointed  to  significant  new  jobs  elsewhere,  including  a major 
transportation  position  with  the  City  of  Boston,  the  Director 
of  Planning  in  Oakland,  as  well  as  a top  planning  position  with 
UC  Medical  Center. 


(43) 

-232- 


SECTION  7.6:  COST  RECOVERY  AND  CONSTRUCTION  FEES 


THE  BUDGET  ANALYST  SAYS  THAT  THE  DEPARTMENT 
DID  NOT  FULLY  RECOVER  FEES  IN  55%  OF  ITS 
ENVIRONMENTAL  CASES.  IN  FACT,  THE 
ENVIRONMENTAL  REVIEW  FEE  IS  ONLY  ABOUT  15% 
OF  THE  TOTAL  DEPARTMENT  FEES  COLLECTED. 

FULL  FEES  WERE  COLLECTED  IN  90%  OF  THE 
BUILDING  PERMITS  SUBMITTED  TO  THE 
DEPARTMENT.  THE  REPORT  FAILS  TO 
ACKNOWLEDGE  THE  DEPARTMENT’S  CONSTANT 
EFFORT  AND  ITS  DIFFICULTIES  IN  COLLECTING 
FULL  FEES  IN  100%  OF  THE  CASES  SUBMITTED.* 


The  Budget  Analyst's  headline  implies  that  the  Department  is 
not  collecting  the  appropriate  and  complete  fee  on  its 
projects,  based  on  verified  estimated  construction  cost.  In 
fact,  90%  of  building  permit  applications  have  the  full  fee 
collected  based  on  the  final  BBI  estimate  of  construction 
cost.  The  balance  are  those  requiring  conditional  use, 
variances  and  environmental  evaluations. 

In  FY  85-86,  the  Department  requested,  through  the  Electronic 
Information  Processing  Steering  Committee  (EIPSC)  and  the 
budget  process,  funds  to  computerize  the  BBI  final  estimated 
construction  cost  for  applications. 

The  Department  foresaw  instituting  a similar  fee  collection 
systan  for  the  Department's  remaining  fees  which  are  based  on 
estimated  construction  cost.  To  this  end,  the  Department's  FY 
1985-86  EIPSC  Plan  included  funds  for  the  necessary  programing 
of  the  permit  tracking  system  with  to  accomplish  this.  The 
Department's  efforts  have  been  delayed  at  EIPSC,  causing  these 
funds  to  be  put  on  reserve  for  more  than  three  years. 

In  spite  of  the  EIPSC  reserve,  the  Department  pressed  to  revise 
estimated  construction  costs  based  on  an  in-house  evaluation, 
prior  to  the  Analyst's  audit.  After  reviewing  the  document 
used  by  BBI  for  estimating  construction  costs,  the  Department 
concluded  that  in-house  estimations  would  be  extremely  time 
consuming,  require  more  detailed  and  complete  plans,  and  would 
significantly  increase  waiting  time  at  the  Zoning  Information 
Counter.  In  fact,  it  would  reduce  service  to  the  public. 


*The  Budget  Analyst* s findings  and  recommendations  address 
improved  procedures  to  collect  fees  which  recover  the  actual  costs 
of  the  Department  of  City  Planning. 
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A decision  was  reached  to  implement  the  in-house  estimate  of 
fees  for  applications  submitted  to  this  Department  when  the 
planned  Construction  Services  Center  is  created  on  the  first 
floor  of  450  McAllister.  The  Center  would  include  this 
Department's  5th  floor  Zoning  Counter  and  the  Bureau  of 
Building  Inspection's  permit  in-take  function. 

Originally,  the  center  was  to  be  opened  in  FY  1987-88.  In 
part,  centralized  permit  processing  would  include  a centralized 
fee  collection  system  and  would  involve  all  Planning  Department 
fees,  subject  to  a revised  estimated  construction  cost.  The 
center  move  has  been  delayed  a number  of  times  and  now  probably 
will  occur  in  FY  90-91. 

Two  months  ago  when  the  Department  became  aware  of  the  most 
recent  delay,  we  initiated  steps  to  recover  fees  based  on 
revised  estimated  construction  cost.  The  Department  has  now 
developed  a simplified  method  of  cost  estimating  for  use  in  our 
application  filing  process.  Further,  in  cooperation  with  the 
Bureau  of  Building  Inspection,  a process  has  been  identified  to 
flag  applications  subject  to  revised  Deartment  estimated 
construction  cost  fees.  Building  permits  or  certificates  of 
occupancy  will  not  be  issued  until  fees  based  upon  revised 
estimated  construction  costs  have  been  received  by  the 
Department  of  City  Planning. 

This  entire  effort  was  described  to  the  Budget  Analyst  and  the 
text  of  the  Chapter  confines  comment  to  simply  noting  this. 
However,  the  analyst  chose  not  to  acknowledge  this  work  or  the 
cause  of  delays  in  instituting  a recovery  system,  or  our 
current  efforts  with  the  Bureau  of  Building  Inspection.  But 
rather  he  simply  faulted  the  Department  for  not  collecting  the 
fees. 

The  Budget  Analyst  notes  that  time-records  for  the  Office  of 
Environmental  Review  show  fees  not  covering  the  cost  of  certain 
reviews.  Because  the  Department  conducts  thousands  of 
application  reviews  per  year,  fee  calculations  are  fixed  at  a 
rate  that  yields  an  average  cost  per  application,  based  on 
direct  review  costs  only.  If  the  Budget  Analyst  evaluation 
includes  indirect  cost,  the  processing  costs  will  exceed  our 
averaging  method.*  Further,  to  seek  full  cost  recovery  on  all 
permit  applications  is  a policy  decision  for  the  Commission, 
Mayor  and  Board  of  Supervisors.  A full  cost  recovery  approach 
will  probably  double  the  fee  rates,  primarily  on  relatively 
small  projects  such  as  small  business  alterations  and  home 
expansions. 


*The  Department's  response  is  in  error.  The  Budget  Analyst's 
evaluation  included  indirect  costs  in  their  analysis. 
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The  Budget  Analyst  in  this  section  concludes  that  the 
Department  is  under-collecting  fees.  But  in  Section  5.1  the 
Budget  Analyst  recommends  that  fees  be  decreased  for 
categorical  exemptions  because  they  exceed  actual  costs.  It  is 
not  clear  in  comparing  section  7.6  with  5.1  which  way  we  should 
go. 
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SECTION  8.1;  DEPARTMENT  STAFFING 


THE  BUDGET  ANALYST  RECOMMENDS  THAT  THE 
DEPARTMENT  MAKE  CERTAIN  SHIFTS  IN  STAFF 
FROM  ADMINISTRATION  AND  THE  PLANS  AND 
PROGRAMS  DIVISION  TO  THE  IMPLEMENTATION 
DIVISION. 

IN  FACT,  THE  PLANS  AND  PROGRAMS  DIVISION 
HAS  BEEN  REDUCED  TO  19,  ONE  LESS  THAN  THE 
BUDGET  ANALYST'S  RECOMMENDED  STAFFING. 
COMPARABLE  SHIFTS  HAVE  ALREADY  BEEN  MADE. 
THESE  STAFF  CHANGES  WERE  EXPLAINED  TO  THE 
BUDGET  ANALYST  SOME  TIME  AGO. 


The  Budget  Analyst  goes  through  a misleading  analysis  as  to  why 
staff  should  be  shifted  from  planning  and  administration  to 
implementation  without  comprehending  (although  the  analyst  was 
told  on  several  occasions)  that  such  a shift  had  already  taken 
place  in  response  to  the  crisis  in  permit  processing.*  * 

_ The  current  full  time  equivalent  general  fund  staffing  in  the 
Plans  & Programs  Division  is  19,  down  from  29  ad  valorem 
positions,  substantially  less  than  what  we  feel  is  needed  to 
carry  on  legally  mandated  planning  for  San  Francisco.  The 
staffing  in  Administration  and  Department  support  is  11  staff, 
down  from  14. 

REALLOCATION  OF  DEPARTMENT  ADMINISTRATION  STAFF 


The  Budget  Analyst  recommends  that  staff  of  the  Administration 
Section  be  reduced  from  fourteen  to  nine.  This  recommendation 
is  made  without  any  analysis  or  attempt  to  understand  the  work 
of  this  section  which  includes  clerical  support  for  the 
Implementation  Division.  The  apparent  basis  for  the 
recommendation  to  reduce  staff  is  that  San  Jose  and  Oakland  has 
limited  administration  staff  and  therefore  the  same  should 
apply  to  San  Francisco. 

There  is  absolutely  no  analysis  of  these  cities  and  therefore 
there  is  no  basis  for  comparison.  The  problems  with  this  kind 
of  methodology  are  well  known  to  most  analysts.  San  Francisco 
is  both  a city  and  a county,  the  other  two  cities  are  not.  San 
Jose  has  a city  manager  form  of  government  with  far  different 
administrative  processes.  The  San  Jose  and  Oakland  Planning 
Commissions  do  not  have  the  authority  and  responsibilities 
given  to  the  San  Francisco  City  Planning  Commission. 


*The  Budget  Analyst  has  considered  the  staffing  shift  that  has 
already  taken  place. 
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The  Budget  Analyst  provided  a chart  of  positions,  not  actual 
staff,  and  notes  that  there  has  been  an  increase  in  positions. 
What  is  relevant  to  the  Department,  however,  is  not  budgeted 
positions  but  rather  funded  staff.  As  an  example,  in  FY  82-83 
we  had  98  staff,  today  we  have  only  94  staff.  (The  Analyst's 
chart  for  FY  82/83  has  an  error.  There  were  29  positions 
rather  than  20  in  Plans  and  Programsand  28  rather  than  27  in 
project  review  and  Environmental  Evaluation  for  a total  of  98 
positions.  )* 

The  Department  has  initiated  its  own  review  of  administrative 
staffing  needs.  Among  factors  considered  are  the  requirements 
imposed  by  other  City  agencies,  including  the  Mayor's  Office, 
Board  of  Supervisors,  Controller,  Purchaser  and  Civil  Service. 
Requirements  for  interaction  and  reporting  to  these  other 
agencies  do  not  disappear  simply  because  administrative  staff 
is  reduced.  Also,  a decrease  in  administrative  staff  will 
result  in  reduced  efficiency,  since  specialized  knowledge  will 
be  lost.  Further,  the  Analyst  has  made  recommendations  for 
reallocation  of  tasks  to  other  staff  within  the  administration 
unit  without  examining  whether  the  remaining  staff  is  able  to 
undertake  additional  assignments. 

REALLOCATION  OF  PLANS  AND  PROGRAMS  STAFF 

The  Budget  Analyst  recommends  that  the  staff  of  the  Plans  and 
Programs  Division,  based  in  part  on  a very  misleading  analysis 
of  the  Plans  and  Programs  work  program,  be  reduced  to  20  staff. 

The  Report  analyzes  the  Annual  work  Program  prepared  in  January 
for  the  ensuing  fiscal  year  that  begins  July  1 and  ends  June  30 
the  following  year.  It  is  a projection  of  work  some  five  to 
seventeen  months  in  advance  of  actually  doing  the  work.  Many 
things  can  happen  in  that  time  period  to  alter  actual  work  and 
schedules.  The  work  program  contains  target  dates  that  are 
optimistic  in  order  to  encourage  efficient  performance.  If  the 
target  date  was  missed,  the  Analyst's  report  states  that  the 
proposed  output  was  "not  accomplished,"  giving  the  misleading 
impression  that  the  work  was  not  done.  The  report  then  argues 
that  a low  percentage  of  planned  work  was  accomplished  and 
therefore  staff  should  be  reassigned.  Although  explanations 
were  offered  to  the  Analyst,  the  report  fails  to  note  that  the 
work  was  accomplished,  but  not  on  the  precise  target  date.  The 
analyst  apparently  does  not  understand  that  it  is  impossible  to 
predict  that  far  in  advance  precisely  when  a project  will  be 
completed,  since  unpredictable  factors  are  often  involved,  such 
as  citizen  concerns,  legislative  delays  and  change  in  scope  of 
work . 


*The  Department  * s staffing  as  shown  in  the  Budget  Analyst's  report 
is  consistent  with  the  approved  City  budget  for  each  fiscal  year  presented. 
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The  report  does  not  indicate  the  reasons  the  work  was  delayed. 
One  reason  was  because  the  staff  assigned  to  the  project  left 
the  Department  and  a hiring  freeze  prevented  the  vacancy  from 
being  filled.  Another  reason  for  delay  was  that  staff  was 
transferred  to  higher  priority  Implementation  Division 
activity.  A third  reason  for  delay  was  that  staff  was  shifted 
to  other  high  priority  work  not  anticipated  in  the  work 
program,  such  as  study  requests  from  the  Board  of  Supervisors. 
The  Department's  item  by  item  explanation  of  the  actual  outcome 
of  each  work  program  is  attached  as  Appendix  F in  the  Budget 
Analyst's  report.  It  was  included  at  the  Department's 
request.  In  fairness,  the  Budget  Analyst  should  have  taken 
note  of  these  reasons  for  delay  in  the  text  of  his  report. 

Perhaps  the  Budget  Analyst  was  mislead  by  the  fact  that  the 
published  version  of  the  annual  work  program  was  not 
periodically  revised  in  writing  to  reflect  the  changes  in 
project  activity,  staff  availability  and  priorities  which 
occurred  from  time  to  time.  We  acknowledge  that  a more  dynamic 
written  work  program  calling  for  monthly  progress  reports, 
reevaluation  and  revision,  is  desirable  and  will  be  undertaken 
along  the  lines  recommended  in  Section  7.3. 

There  is  no  basis  for  the  sweeping  judgment  that  staff  should 
be  shifted  from  Plans  and  Programs  to  Implementation  because 
the  missed  target  dates  indicate  the  "marginal"  value  of  the 
rezoning  and  transportation  planning  projects.  This  conclusion 
would  come  as  a surprise  to  those  who  supported  efforts  to 
rezone  Chinatown,  Tenderloin,  South  of  Market,  Van  Ness  Avenue, 
Rincon  Hill  and  other  key  city  areas.  The  Department  does  not 
engage  in  frivolous  or  "marginal"  planning.  A measure  of  the 
importance  and  quality  of  our  work  is  the  National  recognition 
it  has  received. 

Since  the  early  70 's  the  San  Francisco  Planning  Department  has 
been  regarded  with  esteem  among  professionals  and  in  planning 
schools  for  the  scope  and  substance  of  its  work.  The  staff  has 
accomplished  pioneering  efforts  in  urban  design,  central 
district  planning,  citizen  involvement,  neighborhood  zoning 
methods,  and  for  showing  how  regulatory  programs  can  be  sharply 
delineated  to  carry  out  planning  policies.  San  Francisco  is 
frequently  cited  as  a city  where  planning  works.  The 
professional  significance  of  the  Department's  efforts  has  been 
recognized  through  various  awards  and  national  newspaper 
accounts.  The  most  recent  awards  include: 

1.  MISSION -BAY  1988:  National  award  from  the  American 

Planning  Association  for  outstanding  planning. 

2.  MISSION  BAY  1987:  National  award  from  the  American 

Society  of  Landscape  Architects. 
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3.  MISSION  BAY  1987:  State  award  from  the  American  Planning 

Association,  Honorable  Mention  for  outstanding  planning. 

4.  MISSION  BAY  1987:  National  citation  from  Progressive 

Architecture  Magazine  for  outstanding  planning. 

5.  CHINATOWN  PLAN  1988:  Award  from  the  Bay  Area  Council  in 

recognition  of  housing  planning. 

6.  NEIGHBORHOOD  COM^RCIAL  REZONING  1988:  Outstanding 

Planning  award  from  the  California  Chapter,  American 
Planning  Association. 

7.  NEIGHBORHOOD  COMMERCIAL  RE ZONING  1988:  National  Planning 

Award,  Honorable  Mention,  American  Planning  Association. 

8.  DOWNTOWN  PLAN  1987:  National  award  from  the  American 

Institute  of  Architects  for  Urban  Design  Excellence. 

9.  DOWNTOWN  PLAN  1986:  State  award  from  the  American 

Planning  Association  for  outstanding  contribution  to 
planning. 

10.  DOWNTOWN  PLAN  1986:  National  Citation  from  Progressive 

Architecture  Magazine. 

These  awards  attest  to  the  abilities  of  the  Department  staff  to 

manage  complex  projects  and  produce  excellent  results. 


Over  the  past  year  the  Department  has  shifted  some  staff  from 
Plans  and  Programs  activities  to  Implementation  Division 
activities  because  the  mounting  volume  of  permit  activity  had 
to  be  given  higher  priority.  This  shift  was  made  at 
considerable  sacrifice.  It  meant  that  the  planning  program  was 
significantly  curtailed.  Shown  in  the  accompanying  chart  is  a 
preliminary  list  of  planning  activities  which  the  Department 
believes  would  be  the  adequate  and  appropriate  planning  program 
for  the  City.  It  also  shows  how  much  of  that  program  can  be 
carried  out  with  the  staff  projected  to  be  available.  To  carry 
out  the  full  program  would  require  12  additional  planners. 
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PLANS  & PROGRAMS  DIVISION 
PRELIMINARY  PLANNING  WORK  PROGRAM  U 
July  1989  - JUNE  90 


July  89  - June  90 
In  planner  months  £/ 


Projected 

Additional 

Staff 

Staff 

MASTER  PLAN 

Major  Element  Revisions 

Residence  5/ 

15 

Transportation 

- 

+4 

Community  Facilities 

- 

+ 12 

Community  Safety 

1 

+9 

Urban  Design 

2 

+ 10 

New  Elements 

Cultural /Arts 

3 

AREA  PLANS,  REZONINGS, 
REDEVELOPMENT  PLANS 

Residential  Conservation  Areas  5/ 

55 

South  Van  Ness,  Inner/Mission, 

Showplace  Square 

6 

+ 19 

South  Bayshore 

6 

Central  Waterfront 

- 

+6 

Bernal  Heights 

2 

Fisherman's  Wharf 

6 

+6 

Civic  Center  Plan  Revision 

- 

+6 

OTHER  MAJOR  PLANNING  PROJECTS 

Capital  Improvements  Programming 

12 

Mission  Bay 

15 

Residential  Hotels  Ordinance 

Seismic  Retrofit  Ordinance  2/ 

3 

Transportation  Projects 

Third  Street-South  Bayshore 

1 

Doyle  Drive 

+5 

Project  Development  for 

Transportation  Expenditure  Plan 

3 

Heliport  Study 

1 

Parking  Studies  (Ellls/O'Farrell , 

3 

5th  & Mission,  Embarcadero, 
Wharf) 

Candlestick  Transportation  Plan 

1-280  projects  (F-llne, 

3 

Embarcadero  Roadway,  etc.) 

Transit  Preferential  Streets 

2 

+6 

Lombard  Street  Traffic  Study 

- 

+ 1 

Bicycle  Plan 

- 

+1 

Planning  Code  Revision  4/ 

- 

Port  Strategic  Plan 

- 

+2 

Presidio  Master  Plan 

- 

+3 
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July  89  - June  9Q 


In  planner  months  2/ 

Projected 

Additional 

Staff 

Staff 

INFORMATION  BASE  DEVELOPMENT 

Census 

10 

Housing  Inventory  Report 

3 

Commerce-Industry  Inventory  Report 

- 

+3 

Parking  Inventory  Report 

- 

+1 

Property  Information  System 

2 

+9 

Development 

Growth  Monitoring  Report 

- 

♦6 

Historic  Building  Survey 

- 

+ 12 

INTERGOVERNMENTAL  - PUBLIC/PRIVATE 

Legislation  review 

- 

+ 1 

ABAG 

- 

+3 

San  Franciscans  Seeking 

- 

- 

+3 

Concensus  Plan 

Marin  101,  Caltran  extension 

2 

Public  Information 

+3 

Foreign  Visitors 

+ 1 

UNSCHEDULED  PROJECTS 

Unanticipated  projects  Initiated 

- 

+24 

by  Board  of  Supervisors,  Mayor's 

Office,  etc. 

TOTAL  PLANNER  MONTHS* 

156 

+ 156 

(13  planners) 

(12  planners) 

1/  Does  not  cover  Implementation  Division  work  done  by  staff  In  the  Plans  and 
Programs  Division  or  Implementation  Division  (OER)  work  done  for  Plans  and 
Programs  projects. 

2/  Based  on  a full  time  equivalent  ad  valorem  staffing  of  18  persons. 
Vacation,  sick  leave,  general  administrative  time  are  assigned 
proportionally  to  projects;  3 clerical,  1 graphics  and  Assistant  Director 
are  treated  as  overhead. 

V Additional  staff  will  be  hired  with  special  appropriations 
4/  Special  funding  to  be  sought 
5/  Assumes  Intern  support 


DIR/20 
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OTHER  COMMENTS 


The  Budget  Analyst  recommends  that  the  Urban  Systems  Analyst 
position  be  transferred  from  Administration  to  Plans  and 
Programs.  This  is  a meaningless  recommendation  since  the 
position  is  not  funded.  The  Budget  Analyst  knew  this. 

In  order  to  assist  the  Zoning  Administrator  to  better  manage 
Implementation  functions  during  the  current  permit  crisis,  the 
Director  has  assigned  the  Deputy  full  responsibility  for 
overseeing  workload  and  performance.  The  Deputy  will  also  be 
developing  performance  standards,  monitor  output  and  make 
recommendations  regarding  staff  reallocations. 

The  Budget  Analyst  states  that  "at  least  two  zoning  information 
professional  staff  and  additional  clerical  personnel  are 
required  for  the  Division  to  function  effectively.",  and 
"...additional  staffing  is  required  in  permit  processing." 

While  we  fully  agree,  the  Budget  Analyst  provides  no  analysis 
nor  any  justification  for  this  conclusion.  It  would  have  been 
helpful  if  the  Budget  Analyst  had  focused  on  and  quantified  the 
critical  needs  of  the  Department. 

The  Budget  Analyst  concludes  that  two  additional  staff  can  be 
gained  through  the  collection  of  additional  fees.  Our  response 
to  this  is  covered  in  7.6.  The  point  to  be  made  here  is’  that 
fees  go  into  the  General  Fund  and  are  not  readily  converted  to 
additional  staff  nor  can  fees  be  used  to  fund  unfunded 
positions. 

Finally,  the  Budget  Analyst  concludes  that  a total  of  fourteen 
positions  can  be  generated  to  support  permit  processing,  seven 
from  Plans  and  Programs,  four  from  Administration,  and  two 
through  additional  fee  collection.  This  totals  THIRTEEN  not 
fourteen.  In  any  event,  because  the  shifts  have  already  been 
made,  no  additional  staff  can  be  made  available.* 


*The  Department  does  not  include  the  Urban  Systems  Analyst 
position  in  the  calculation,  which  was  recommended  for  transfer 
by  the  Budget  Analyst.  The  Budget  Analyst  acknowledges  that  the 
Urban  Systems  Analyst  position  is  currently  vacant  due  to  the 
salary  savings  requirements  of  the  Department. 
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SECTION  8.2:  MANAGEMENT  ASSISTANCE 


WE  CATEGORICALLY  REJECT  THE  ASSERTION, 
UNSUPPORTED  BY  FACTS  OR  EXPERT  ASSESSMENT, 
THAT  THE  DEPARTMENT  HAS  BEEN  DEFICIENT  IN 
FULFILLING  ITS  RESPONSIBILITIES  OR  HAS 
ALLOCATED  AND  MANAGED  ITS  RESOURCES 
INEFFICIENTLY.  THE  PRIORITIES  USED  TO 
DEPLOY  THE  DEPARTMENT'S  LIMITED  RESOURCES 
HAVE  BEEN  THE  RIGHT  ONES. 

WE  BELIEVE  IT  WOULD  HAVE  BEEN  IRRESPONSIBLE 
TO  HAVE  TAKEN  OUR  LIMITED  STAFF  AND 
ASSIGNED  THEM  IN  THE  MANNER  RECOMMENDED  BY 
THE  BUDGET  ANALYST.  WE  WELCOME  QUALIFIED 
MANAGEMENT  ASSISTANCE  FROM  ANY  SOURCE.  WE 
CLEARLY  NEED  ADDITIONAL  STAFF,  AS  THE 
BUDGET  ANALYST  IMPLICITLY  ACKNOWLEDGES. 

THE  12  UNFUNDED  POSITIONS  SHOULD  BE 
RESTORED  AS  SOON  AS  POSSIBLE. 


The  Budget  Analyst  provides  no  evidence  to  support  his 
contention  that  the  Department  has  misallocated  and 
inefficiently  managed  its  personnel  resources.* 

The  Department  has  made  carefully  evaluated  policy  decisions 
regarding  deployment  of  its  staff.  We  do  not  agree  that 
devoting  staff  to  the  activities  cited  by  the  Budget  Analyst  is 
more  important  than  permit  processing  or  dealing  with  the 
competing  development  pressures  in  the  areas  around  downtown. 

We  believe  the  Department  and  Commission  are  in  a far  better 
position  to  determine  Department  priorities  than  is  the  Budget 
Analyst.  We  question  the  authority  and  the  expertise  of  the 
Budget  Analyst  to  substitute  his  judgment  for  that  of  the 
Department,  Commission,  Mayor  and  Board  of  Supervisors. 

The  Budget  Analyst  fails  to  provide  any  objective  analysis  of 
Departmental  workload  and  fails  to  provide  any  objective 
standards  for  measuring  performance.  In  fact,  the  Budget 
Analyst  has  been  blind  to  the  staggering  increase  in  the  volume 
of  permit  activity  in  the  Department  (see  earlier  chart). 

Rather  than  quantifying  workload  and  performance  and  drawing 
objective  conclusions  or  presenting  options,  the  Budget  Analyst 
presumes  to  establish  policy  and  set  priorities. 

*The  Budget  Analyst's  conclusion  that  the  Department  of  City  Planning 
has  been  deficient  in  fulfilling  numerous  of  its  planning  responsibilities  is 
based  on  a detailed  review  of  the  facts  and  is  further  confirmed  by  the 
cumulative  effect  of  all  the  findings  contained  in  this  management  audit 
report . 
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The  Department  would  like  to  have  staff  to  pursue  the  Budget 
Analyst  recommendations,  such  as  include  the  plans  of  private 
utility  companies  in  the  Master  Plan;  develop  an  information 
system;  implement  an  elaborate  project  monitoring  system; 
rewrite  the  Planning  Code,  and  prepare  information  bulletins. 
All  of  these  things  would  be  desirable  to  do  if  there  were 
ample  staff.  However,  when  the  Department  is  understaffed,  to 
say  that  management  has  been  deficient  in  fulfilling  certain  of 
its  planning  and  administrative  responsibilities  because  the 
Department  has  elected  to  devote  staff  resources  to  other  more 
important  planning  projects  and  permit  processing  is  inaccurate 
and  misguided. 

It  would  have  been  irresponsible  to  have  taken  our  limited 
staff  and  assign  them  to  the  Budget  Analyst's  preferred 
activities,  with  the  consequence  of  increasing  permit  backlogs 
and  delaying  important  planning  projects.* 

We  readily  acknowledge  that  Department  management  needs  to 
devote  more  time  to  pure  management  activities.  The  Department 
has  been  so  pressed  by  demands  for  planning  and  by  an 
increasing  flood  of  permits  that  senior  managers  feel  compelled 
to  devote  a substantial  amount  of  time  doing  hands-on 
substantive  work  rather  than  perfecting  management  duties. 
Managers  have  not  spent  as  much  time  doing  personnel 
evaluations,  interdepartmental  communications  and  developing 
and  updating  procedures  as  perhaps  should  have  been  done.  But 
that  hardly  justifies  the  Budget  Analyst  assertions. 

The  Department  welcomes  and  continues  to  welcome  qualified 
management  assistance.  We  have  in  the  past  requested 
assistance  from  the  Mayor's  Fiscal  Advisory  Committee.  The 
Department  has  completed  many  of  the  changes  recommended  by 
this  committee.  We  also  welcomed  this  management  audit  and  the 
Department  alone  has  spent  $60,000  in  staff  time  working  with 
the  Analyst  in  the  hope  that  some  constructive  assistance  would 
result.  We  are  dismayed  that  the  Budget  Analyst  has  elected  to 
misrepresent  the  Department's  activities  and  to  characterize 
its  problems  in  the  most  unfavorable  light  possible.  It  is 
ironic  that  the  useful  recommendations  in  the  report,  for  the 
most  part,  are  suggestions  that  came  originally  from  the 
management  and  staff  of  the  Department. 


*As  previously  noted,  the  Budget  Analyst* s management  audit 
addresses  management,  administration  and  staffing  issues  and  does 
not  address  planning  priorities. 
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>ity  and  County  of  San  Francisco 


RANDUM 


Department  of  Public  Works 
Bureau  of  Building  Inspection 


December  8,  1988/^”) 

Frank  Moss,  DepuS^Miifefcor  for  Engineering 
L.  L.  Litchfield,  P.  E.f  Superintendent 
Stan  Jones  Report 


I have  the  following  cements  regarding  the  Violation  Abatonent  Section  3.1  of 
the  Stan  Jones  Report: 


1.  Funding 

Funding  for  the  Bureau  of  Building  Inspection  (B.B.I. ) inspectors  to 
do  zoning  viol  at  ion  enforcement  would  have  to  be  obtained  in  order  to 
support  4 additional  inspectors  in  B.B.I.  In  our  assessment  the 
penalty  fees  that  would  support  this  operation  are  over-estimated 
since  irost  of  the  zoning  violations  result  in  minimal  to  no  penalty 
fees.  Also,  the  penalty  fees  take  at  least  9 months  to  a year  before 
they  are  collected  after  a complaint  is  acted  upon.  This  time  period 
is  the  normal  "due  proces"  that  allows  owners  to  gain  compliance  of 
non-life  threatening  conditions. 


2.  Staffing 

Vfe  still  question  whether  4 inspectors  could  handle  the  job  for  a cue 
year  period  of  tine  and  effectively  reduce  any  of  the  backlog.  Ihe 
inspectors  would  have  to  be  hired  as  new  inspectors,  trained  and 
supervised,  thereby,  reducing  initial  effectiveness  and  productivity. 
Using  existing  inspectors  and  hiring  4 new  inspectors  to  replace  them 
may  improve  the  efficiency  and  productivity  slightly , hoever,  the 
training  of  existing  inspectors  would  still  be  paramount.  Until  vte 
could  determine  the  actual  amount  of  the  backlog  ws  cannot  determine 
the  number  of  inspectors  necessary  to  handle  the  workload  during  the 
first  year  test  period  and  be  effective. 


3.  Costs 

Stan  Jones  cites  approximately  $215,000  for  salaries  and  benefits  for 
the  4 inspectors.  Ibis  cost  does  not  include  overhead  nor  operating 
expenses  for  these  field  people.  Our  estimates  of  the  total  costs 
including  salaries,  benefits,  overhead,  COCAP,  mileage,  vehicle  usage 
allotment,  parking,  etc.  is  closer  to  $420,000.  This  estimated 
$420,000  cost  compares  to  an  estimated  $25,000  to  $150,000  revenue 
that  could  be  expected  by  this  type  of  work. 

Section  7.6  Cost  Recovery  and  Construction  Fees 

Vfe  have  no  problem  in  collecting  environment  evaluation  fees  for  the 
Department  of  City  Planning  as  long  as  our  actual  labor  costs, 
computer  costs,  and  program  costs  can  be  recouperated.  Vfe  do  not  have 
I an  estimate  for  vhat  it  would  take  at  this  time,  but  would  be  willing 

to  discuss  these  in  further  detail . Once  the  program  can  be 
formulated  the  labor  costs  would  include  overhead  and  mandatory 
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fringes  and  benefits. 
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